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House  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R 
lli596.  R.  Report  II1I46.  Print  of  bill  and 
rep or t0 

House  passed  H,  R.  lJi596  with  amendments, 

R.  R,  lli596  was  referred  to  Senate  Appropria 
tions  Committee,  Print  of  bill  as  referred. 

Senate  subcommittee  approved  H,  R,  lli596. 

Senate  committee  reported  H,  R,  11)596  with 
amendments,  S.  Report  1370.  Print  of  bill 
and  report. 

Senate  began  debate  on  H.  R.  1U596. 

Senate  agreed  to  limit  debate  on  H.  R,  11*596 

Senate  passed  H.  R,  lli596  with  amendments. 

Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 

Print  of  bill  as  passed  by  Senate. 

House  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R, 

11*596. 

House  received  conference  report  on  H.  R. 

Ill 596,  H.  Report  1867,  Print  of  report. 

Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report* 

Approved:  Public  Law  89-556 , 


Hearings:  House  and  Senate  Appropriations 
Committees, 


«*,•  •T(' 


■  C'f:  J  "''.ft  - 


.  .  .  ' 

}  •  r 


f! ' -tj 


•  1 '  r  • 

•  •  ■  •  j»n  .,r'  t.r>.  ;< 


•  • 


•  .  *  • 


+,■♦  r» - -r  •>  -  *  r-v'i 


*.'4*  *  . 


r> r  v 


^  -  ,  •  •  -  «•  -  *  7  r  •  / 

.  .  .  •  • 

..f'Y:  -  -  he. 


.  <•  '  ;  • 


♦  ,  . 


rf 


..  j  1%  ••  . --T.  •  -v  '  -  -  s  * 


.  .  ’  rf  .//■  '  i': 

.  .  ■  ■  -  ■  •  •  "  ~  " 

r 

r  '■  - 

. 

,  -•  r»  :  .  ,< 


.• 


:  1 


Q 

t 

.  'r 

a:  'I 

. 

•  r 

JS 

t  -*s 

r 

tSX 

■  :  /  T. 

tet 

^ :  •  r 

* 

r 

t 

l*r 

■  ,"T. 

„  r; 

•  t<“c 

■ 

* 

'  «.  ^ 

.  : 

o 

. 

r»  '  • .  f  *  j*.  ’  •  •  * 


:  r. 

'■■  ■*;  n 


DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  89-556 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  ACT,  1967.  Title  I  of  the  Act  provides  appro¬ 
priations  for  general  activities  of  the  Department 
(other  than  Forest  Service)  for  the  fiscal  year  1967  in 
the  amount  of  $1,719,355,150.  Title  II  (Credit  Agencies) 
provides  loan  authorizations  of  $947,000,000,  including 
$70,000,000  in  contingency  reserves,  and  appropriates 
$93,459,000,  of  which  $63,259,000  is  for  the  administration 
of  the  Rural  Electrification  Administration  and  the  Far¬ 
mers  Home  Administration.  Title  III  (Corporations)  appro¬ 
priates  $3,555,855,000  for  reimbursement  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  net  realized  losses  and  provides 
for  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  an  administrative  expense 
limitation  of  $34,300,000.  Title  III  further  appropriates 
$8,446,000,  in  addition  to  authorizing  the  use  of 
$4,100,000  of  premium  income,  for  administrative  and  ope¬ 
rating  expenses  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation. 

In  addition,  Title  III  includes  appropriations  for  Foreign 
Assistance  Programs  of  $1,617,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1967 
and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs  of  the  Public  Law  480. 

Title  IV  (Related  Agencies)  provides  an  administrative 
expense  limitation  of  $3,032,000  for  the  Farm  Credit  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  appropriates  $475,000  for  the  National 
Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber.  Permanent  appro¬ 
priations  are  estimated  in  1967  in  the  amount  of 
$602,792,308.  (At  the  end  of  this  Digest  is  a  summary 
table  of  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1967  compared 
with  1965  and  1966.)  Items  of  major  significance  in  the 
Act,  including  amounts  of  increase  or  decrease  over  1966, 
are  as  follows: 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE:  $208,166,400  appropriated, 
an  increase  of  $3,639,400.  Changes  include:  Research  -- 
$123,402,500  appropriated  plus  a  reappropriation  of  prior 
years'  funds  of  $2,000,000  and  a  transfer  of  $25,000,000 
from  Section  32,  a  decrease  of  $2,556,500  in  appropriated 
funds,  and  an  increase  of  $6,900,000  in  Section  32  funds; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control  --  $80,263,900 
appropriated,  an  increase  of  $4,695,900;  Salaries  and  ex¬ 
penses  (special  foreign  currency  program)  --  $4,500,000 
appropriated,  an  increase  of  $1,500,000. 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  RESEARCH  SERVICE:  $58,740,000  appropria¬ 
ted,  an  increase  of  $3,913,000. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE  (Principally  payments  to  States):  $92,824,000 
appropriated,  an  increase  of  $3,689,000. 
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FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE:  Salaries  and  expenses  -- 
$1,175,000  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $8,000. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE:  $234,105,000  appropriated, 
an  increase  of  $6,859,000.  Changes  include:  Conservation 
operations  --  $109,235,000  appropriated,  an  increase  of 
$254,000;  Watershed  planning  --  $6,142,000  appropriated, 
an  increase  of  $281,000;  Watershed  protection  --  $70,000,000 
appropriated,  an  increase  of  $3,604,000;  Flood  prevention 
--  $25,654,000  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $77,000;  Great 
Plains  Conservation  program  --  $18,500,000  appropriated, 
an  increase  of  $2,418,000;  Resource  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  --  $4,574,000  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $225,000. 

ECONOMIC  RESEARCH  SERVICE:  Salaries  and  expenses  -- 
$12,132,000  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $350,000. 

STATISTICAL  REPORTING  SERVICE:  Salaries  and  expenses  -- 
$13,511,750  appropriated,  a  decrease  of  $559,250. 

CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE:  Consumer  Protective,  Mar¬ 
keting,  and  Regulatory  Programs  --  $83,881,000  appropriated, 
an  increase  of  $6,184,000;  Payments  to  States  --  $1,750,000 
appropriated,  no  change;  Special  milk  program  --  $51,000,000 
appropriated,  plus  a  $53,000,000  transfer  from  Section  32, 
a  decrease  of  $52,000,000  in  appropriated  funds,  and  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $53,000,000  in  Section  32  funds;  School  lunch 
program  --  $165,855,000  appropriated,  plus  $45,000,000  trans¬ 
ferred  from  Section  32,  an  increase  of  $8,855,000  in  appro¬ 
priated  funds  and  no  change  in  the  Section  32  transfer; 

Food  Stamp  program  --  $110,000,000  appropriated,  plus  an 
authorized  reappropriation  of  $30,000,000  of  prior  years' 
funds.  Actual  unobligated  balance  available  for  reappro¬ 
priation  is  $29,524,587,  a  net  increase  of  $19,524,587. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE:  Salaries  and  expenses  -- 
$21,218,500  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $466,500.  In 
addition,  the  Act  authorizes  the  transfer  of  $3,117,000 
from  Section  32  funds  to  this  appropriation. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY:  Salaries  and  expenses  -- 
$1,398,000  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $201,000. 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE:  Ex¬ 
penses,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
--  $128,558,000  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $2,279,500. 

In  addition,  a  transfer  is  authorized  in  the  amount  of 
$75,803,600  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  a 
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decrease  of  $6,129,900;  Sugar  Act  program  --  $80,000,000 
appropriated,  a  decrease  of  $15,000,000;  Agricultural 
conservation  program  --  $220,000,000  appropriated,  no 
change;  Appalachian  region  conservation  program  -- 
$3,000,000  appropriated,  in  addition  to  which  a  reappro¬ 
priation  of  prior  years'  funds  up  to  the  amount  of 
$1,375,000  is  authorized  (actual  unobligated  balance 
available  for  transfer  is  $167,000);  Cropland  conversion 
program  --  $7,500,000  appropriated,  no  change;  Cropland 
adjustment  program  --  $50,000,000,  initial  appropriation. 

(In  1966  this  program  was  financed  from  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  funds.  The  amount  appropriated  will  be  used 
to  reimburse  CCC) ;  Conservation  reserve  program  -- 
$140,000,000  appropriated,  a  decrease  of  $6,000,000;  Emer¬ 
gency  conservation  measures  --  $5,000,000  appropriated,  a 
decrease  of  $19,000,000. 

RURAL  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  SERVICE:  Salaries  and  expenses 
--  $637,000  appropriated,  no  change. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL:  Salaries  and  expenses 
--  $11,254,000  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $618,000. 

PACKERS  AND  STOCKYARDS  ACT:  $2,502,000  appropriated,  an 
increase  of  $102,000.  (This  appropriation  was  previously 
included  under  the  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service,  and  was 
appropriated  separately  this  year) . 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL:  Salaries  and  expenses  -- 
$4,325,000  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $39,000. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION:  Salaries  and  expenses  --  $1,851,000 
appropriated,  a  decrease  of  $64,000. 

NATIONAL  AGRICULTURAL  LIBRARY:  Salaries  and  expenses  -- 
$2,412,500  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $677,500. 

OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  SERVICES :  Salaries  and  expenses  — 
$2,600,000  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $58,000. 

GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION.  Salaries  and  expenses  --  $3,959,000 
appropriated,  an  increase  of  $31,000. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION:  Loan  authorizations 
--  $492,000,000,  consisting  of  $375,000,000  for  electrifica¬ 
tion  loans,  including  a  $30,000,000  contingency  reserve,  an 
increase  of  $10,000,000  in  appropriated  funds  and  a  decrease 
of  $30,000,000  in  contingency  reserve;  and  $117,000,000  for 
telephone  loans  including  a  $15,000,000  contingency  reserve, 
an  increase  of  $20,000,000  in  appropriated  funds.  Salaries 
and  expenses  —  $12,202,000  appropriated,  no  change. 
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FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION:  Direct  loan  account  — 
$440,000,000,  consisting  of  $90,000,000  for  real  estate 
loans,  an  increase  of  $15,000,000;  and  $350,000,000  for 
operating  loans,  including  a  $25,000,000  contingency 
reserve,  an  increase  of  $50,000,000  in  loan  authorization, 
and  a  decrease  of  $25,000,000  to  be  held  in  contingency 
reserve.  Rural  water  and  waste  disposal  grants  — 
$26,000,000  appropriated,  an  increase  of  $6,000,000;  Rural 
housing  direct  loan  account  --  A  $15,000,000  loan  authori¬ 
zation  was  authorized  in  the  1967  Act.  This  was  the  first 
direct  authorization  for  this  new  account  which  was  estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act 
of  1965;  Rural  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor  —  $3,000,000 
appropriated,  no  change;  Rural  renewal  --  $1,200,000  appro¬ 
priated,  no  change;  Salaries  and  expenses  —  $51,057,000 
appropriated,  an  increase  of  $1,357,000. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  community  development  districts  bill.  House  committees 

reported  agricultural  appropriation  and  participation  sales  bills.  Sen.  Moss  re¬ 
quested  forest  roads-traiLs  increase.  Sen.  Proxmire  defended  farmers  and  commended 
school-milk  increase.  sYn.  Mondale  inserted  Grange  letter  defending  Secretary  Free¬ 
man.  Rep.  Albert  reported  state  of  Nation's  agriculture  good. \ House  subcommittee 
voted  to  report  diverted  acreage  allotment  -bill. 


1. 


SENATE 

COMMUNITY  ENVELOPMENT  DISTRICTS.  Passed,  43-21,  with  amendments 2934, 
authorising  grants  for  comprehensive  planning  for  public  services  ^nd  develop¬ 
ment  in  community  development  districts  approved  by  the  Secretary  ox/gricul ' 
tura*  Agreed  to  a  Lausche  amendment  to  limit  HUD  grants  to  the  preserU:  autho 
riyfation.  Agreed  to  an  Ellender  amendment  to  strike  out  the  appropriation 
ithorization.  pp.  8474-88 

i 

FOREST  ROADS.  Sen.  Moss  offered  and  discussed  an  amendment  to  S.  3155,  the 
road  authorization  bill,  to  increase  forest  roads  and  trails  from  $85  millioi 
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to\$150  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1968  and  from  $110  million  to  $150  millic 
for\the  fiscal  year  1969.  p.  8449 


3.  FARM  PROGRAM;  SCHOOL  MILK.  Sen.  Proxmire  defended  farmers,  inserted  an  a/ticle 
on  this\sub ject ,  and  praised  the  Whitten  subcommittee  for  increasing  the  school 

milk  program,  pp.  8455-7  . 

Sen.  Mondale  commended  recent  accomplishments  in  increasing  farm/income  and 
inserted  a  letter  from  the  National  Grange  defending  Secretary  Freeman,  pp. 
8467-9 


4.  APPROPRIATIONS.  W  Apr.'  22  an  appropriations  subcommittee  mark/d  up  and  ap-- 
proved  for  full  committee  consideration  H.  R.  14215,  the  Interior  and  related 

agencies  appropriation  bill.  p.  D342 

The  Appropriation^ Committee  ordered  favorably  reporter  with  amendments 
H.  R.  14012,  second  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  whiph  may  be  debated 
Apr.  27.  p.  D342 


5.  ADJOURNED  until  Wed.,  Apr.  X7 .  p.  8491 

HOUSE 


6.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1967.  On  April  22,  during  adjournment,  the 
Appropriations  Committee  reported  this  bill,  H.  R.  14596  (H.  Rept.  1446) 

(p.  8439).  Attached  to  this  Digest  is  a  copy  of  the  committee  report,  which 
includes  a  summary  table  reflecting  committee  action  on  the  bill. 


7. 


LOANS.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  14544, 
the  proposed  Participation  Sales  Act  df  ^966  (H.  Rept.  1448),  and  S.  2499,  to 
amend  the  Small  Business  Act  to  authorize\issuance  and  sale  of  participation 
interests  based  on  certain  loan  po^Ls  held\{?y  the  Small  Business  Administra¬ 
tion  (H.  Rept.  1447).  p.  8439 

Rep.  Talcott  stated  the  participation  sale\  bill  is  being  "rammed  through 
the  committee  and  the  Congres^/ before  even  Members  of  Congress  can  understand 
it  or  evaluate  the  consequences.”  pp.  8389-90 


8.  FOREIGN  AID.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  12617,  N:o  increase  from  $12  millior# 
to  $25  million  the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  any  fiscal  year  for 
obligation  and  expenditure  in  accordance  with  programs,  approved  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  for  certain  activities  within  the  Ryukyu  Islands.  \pp.  8379-86 


9.  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENT.  /A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  approved  for 
full  committee  aqtion  H.  R.  13057,  amended,  to  amend  the  provisions  of  law 
relating  to  the/planting  of  crops  on  acreage  diverted  under  bjie  cotton,  wheat, 
and  feed  grains  program.  p.  D344 


10. 


INFLATION.  Jfcep.  Pelly  spoke  in  favor  of  "a  modest  reduction  in  Government  non¬ 
defense  expenditures”  to  curb  inflation  rather  than  an  income  tax  Increase  and 
urged  suCh  consideration  on  pending  appropriation  bills,  p.  8378 


11.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  stated  that  the  state  of  our  Nation's  agriculture  is 
good  and  inserted  articles  defending  the  President  and  Secretary  Freemar 
irnst  accusations  of  placing  the  blame  for  "high  food  prices  on  farmers\  ” 
8396-7 


89th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
2d  Session  j"  (No.  1446 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1967 


April  22,  1966. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  14596] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  bill  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
1967.  The  bill  covers  estimates  contained  in  the  1967  budget,  pages 
101-196  and  926-978. 

The  bill  provides  funds  for  the  general  operations  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  including  various  activities  such  as  research,  disease  and  pest 
control,  extension,  soil  and  water  conservation,  marketing  services, 
meat  and  poultry  inspection,  agricultural  credit,  crop  insurance,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  Public  Law  480  and  other  foreign 
assistance  programs. 

The  bill  includes  total  appropriations  of  $6,909,027,000  for  these 
purposes  in  the  coming  year,  a  reduction  of  $113,611,000  in  the  budget 
requests  which  total  $7,022,638,000.  The  amount  proposed  is 
$527,578,500  more  than  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1966,  due  to  resto¬ 
ration  of  capital  impairment  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

A  summary  of  the  budget  requests  and  amounts  recommended  by 
the  committee  follows.  A  detailed  breakdown  by  individual  appro¬ 
priations  appears  at  the  end  of  the  report. 
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AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1967 


Budget 

request 

Recom¬ 
mended 
in  bill 

Reduction 

$1,669,590,000 

$1, 649, 876,  000 
93, 459,  000 

5, 165, 342, 000 
350, 000 

— $19, 714,000 
-4, 543,  000 

-89, 059,  000 
-295,  000 

98,  002,  000 

5, 254, 401,  000 
645,  000 

Title  III— Corporations  (including  Public  Law  480  and  other 

Total  -  _ _ _ 

7, 022, 638,  000 

6, 909,  027, 000 

-113, 611,000 

The  Budget  for  Agriculture 

The  Agricultural  Budget  presented  to  Congress  for  fiscal  year  1967 
proposes  major  reductions  in  many  of  the  well  established  and  proven 
agricultural  and  consumer  programs  which  have  been  the  basis  for 
our  spectacular  agricultural  achievements,  our  national  economic 
development,  and  the  high  standard  of  living  enjoyed  by  the  people 
of  the  United  States. 

Reductions  are  proposed  in  research,  insect  and  disease  control, 
soil  and  water  conservation,  the  agricultural  conservation  program, 
extension  activities,  special  milk  and  school  lunch  programs,  and  loan 
ceilings  for  rural  electrification  and  telephone  programs. 

As  our  domestic  needs  for  food  and  fiber  increase,  and  as  our  world 
commitments  grow,  the  budget  recommends  that  we  give  less  financial 
support  to  that  segment  of  our  economy  which  is  the  very  basis  for 
our  personal  well-being  and  the  key  to  our  national  prosperity  and  in¬ 
ternational  strength.  The  budget  proposals  would  seriously  damage 
American  agriculture,  which  is  the  key  segment  in  the  Nation’s 
partnership  of  agriculture,  industry  and  labor. 

If  the  Committee  and  the  Congress  were  to  follow  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  1967  budget  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  our  whole 
economy  would  be  endangered,  as  would  our  international  commit¬ 
ments.  If  such  a  policy  as  the  administration  advocates  were  followed 
for  only  a  few  years,  the  United  States  would  likely  be  a  food  deficit 
country  instead  of  one  of  abundance. 

ESSENTIAL  ACTIVITIES  WOULD  BE  ELIMINATED 

A  reduction  of  $5,401,300  is  proposed  in  research  activities  of  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service.  This  would  seriously  impair  valuable 
research  in  nearly  every  phase  of  agriculture,  including  costs  of  pro¬ 
duction,  control  of  insects  and  diseases,  soil  and  water  conservation, 
agricultural  engineering,  commodity  utilization,  human  nutrition 
and  marketing  efficiency.  Under  this  reduction,  less  research  atten¬ 
tion  would  be  given  to  many  of  the  Nation’s  important  food  crops, 
the  supplies  of  some  of  which  are  at  low  levels  at  present,  including 
wheat,  corn,  grain  sorghums,  rice,  sugar  cane,  sugar  beets,  fruits  and 
vegetables,  and  livestock.  Important  research  work  at  24  locations 
throughout  the  country  would  be  eliminated  during  the  current  year. 
The  proposed  cut  would  also  terminate  or  curtail  essential  research 
activities  at  70  additional  locations  in  nearly  every  area  of  the  nation 
during  the  fiscal  year  1967. 

Although  it  is  recognized  that  insects  and  diseases  decrease  the 
supply  and  increase  the  cost  of  food,  the  elimination  or  reduction  of 
certain  pest  control  activities  is  proposed.  While  these  pests,  which 
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infest  the  soil  and  destroy  crops  are  already  doing  billions  of  dollars 
of  damage  annually  on  millions  of  acres  of  land,  the  budget  would 
reduce  or  terminate  efforts  to  prevent  their  spread  to  other  areas  of 
the  country.  The  proposed  budget  reduction  of  $7,803,100  would 
completely  eliminate  control  programs  for  such  insect  and  disease 
threats  as  the  imported  fire  ant  in  12  states,  phony  peach  eradication 
and  peach  mosaic  eradication  in  fruit  growing  areas  of  13  States,  soy¬ 
bean  cyst  nematode  control  in  22  states,  and  sweet.potato  weevil  con¬ 
trol  in  7  states.  In  addition,  it  would  substantially  reduce  eradica¬ 
tion  programs  for  the  golden  nematode  on  Long  Island,  barberry 
eradication  in  14  states,  gypsy  moth  control  in  7  states,  and  witch- 
weed  eradication  in  North  and  South  Carolina.  Also,  brucellosis  con¬ 
trol  operations  would  be  curtailed  throughout  the  nation  and  sheep 
and  cattle  scabies  eradication  work  would  be  substantially  reduced. 

A  budget  reduction  of  $8,245,000  proposed  in  research  funds  for 
the  State  Experiment  Stations  would  adversely  affect  every  State  in 
the  Union.  It  would  eliminate  essential  research  personnel  at  every 
Land-Grant  institution  in  the  country,  with  a  damaging  effect  on 
the  important  long-range  research  programs  of  these  institutions  in 
their  efforts  to  keep  us  one  step  ahead  of  insects  and  diseases.  In 
addition,  a  cut  of  $2,000,000  is  proposed  in  grants  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  essential  research  facilities  at  many  of  the  State  experiment 
stations,  so  necessary  to  a  rapidly  growing  nation.  A  review  of  the 
testimony  presented  to  the  Committee  by  representatives  of  Kansas 
State,  Washington  State,  Cornell,  and  other  Land-Grant  Universities, 
clearly  shows  that  such  cuts  would  adversely  affect  planning,  train¬ 
ing  of  graduate  students,  employment  of  trained  personnel,  and  other 
aspects  of  a  sustained  research  effort. 

For  payments  to  the  State  extension  services,  the  budget  proposes 
to  reduce  by  $10,000,000  the  funds  distributed  under  the  formula 
provisions  of  Section  3(c)  of  the  Smith-Lever  Act.  This  would  se¬ 
riously  curtail  the  regular  continuing  functions  of  the  extension  service 
in  each  State  and  would  make  the  extension  activities  at  the  State  and 
county  levels  subject  to  the  allocation  of  funds  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary.  The  long-range  continuity  and  effectiveness  of  the  county 
agent  system,  which  is  one  of  the  main  strengths  of  U.S.  agriculture, 
iwould  be  adversely  affected  by  this  proposal. 

As  we  talk  of  the  dangers  of  water  and  soil  pollution  and  the  need  to 
protect  and  conserve  our  soil  and  water  resources,  the  budget  recom¬ 
mends  less  attention  to  the  protection  and  development  of  our  water¬ 
sheds.  The  most  essential  program  for  improving  our  soil  and  water 
resources,  in  which  more  than  one  million  Americans  participate,  the 
Agricultural  Conservation  Program,  would  be  cut  by  more  than  50 
percent.  If  allowed  to  stand,  this  would  not  only  destroy  the  main 
support  for  our  nationwide  soil  and  water  conservation  program, 
but  it  would  reduce  by  510  the  number  of  soil  conservation  technicians 
available  next  year  for  the  various  activities  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  including  the  small  watershed  and  flood  prevention  projects 
throughout  the  United  States. 

Also  the  budget  proposes  to  reduce  funds  for  soil  surveys  and  to 
curtail  funds  for  P.L.  566  watershed  projects.  It  proposes,  further, 
to  reduce  new  starts  for  watershed  planning  from  100  to  50,  10  of 
which  are  designated  for  the  Appalachian  Kegion,  leaving  less  than 
one  each  for  the  balance  of  the  States.  The  budget  also  recommends 
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that  new  starts  for  small  watershed  projects  be  reduced  from  80  to 
35,  7  of  which  would  be  in  Appalachia.  This  would  permit  only  28 
new  starts  in  the  rest  of  the  United  States,  which  would  mean  one  new 
project  each  for  about  half  of  the  States  in  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
The  result  would  be  a  costly  delay  in  meeting  the  Nation’s  urgent 
need  to  protect  and  conserve  our  soil  and  water  resources  for  the  use 
■of  future  generations  of  Americans. 

At  a  time  when  many  young  Americans  are  being  turned  down  for 
military  service  because  of  defects  traceable  to  nutritional  deficiencies, 
it  is  recommended  in  the  budget  that  the  special  milk  program  be 
virtually  eliminated.  As  we  talk  of  helping  to  feed  a  hungry  world, 
substantial  cuts  are  requested  by  the  budget  in  our  own  school  lunch 
program.  The  reduction  in  the  special  milk  program  from 
$103,000,000  to  $21,000,000 — a  cut  of  $82,000,000 — would  deny 
supplemental  milk  to  about  80  percent  of  our  school  children  who  are 
now  benefiting  from  this  program.  Further,  the  reaction  of  those 
needy  children  selected  for  free  milk  could  result  in  the  complete^ 
abandonment  of  this  valuable  program.  The  budget  reduction  of* 
$19,000,000  in  the  school  lunch  program — from  $157,000,000  in  1966 
to  $138,000,000  for  1967 — would  also  deny  wholesome  mid-day  lunches 
to  many  children  who  receive  no  other  nutritious  meal  each  day. 
Studies  of  national  dietary  habits  indicate  that  the  lack  of  nutritious 
and  well  balanced  meals  is  not  1'estricted  to  families  in  the  lower 
income  brackets. 

Budget  reductions  are  also  proposed  in  the  ceilings  on  loan  funds  for 
the  Rural  Electrification  Administration.  The  ceiling  for  rural 
electrification  loans  would  be  cut  from  $365,000,000  for  1966  to 
$220,000,000  for  1967— a  reduction  of  $145,000,000.  The  rural 
telephone  loan  ceiling  would  be  reduced  by  $12,000,000 — from 
$97,000,000  in  1966  to  $85,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1967.  According  to 
testimony  presented  by  the  Administrator  of  R.E.A.  and  other 
interested  groups,  the  rural  electrification  system  and  the  entire  power 
industry  is  facing  a  record  breaking  demand  for  power  which  will 
require  large  expenditures  to  heavy-up  the  carrying  capacity  of  rural 
systems.  Present  shortages  of  farm  labor  contribute  to  this  need. 

Testimony  indicates  that  the  demand  for  adequate  rural  telephones 
also  is  growing  rapidly,  as  increasing  numbers  of  farmers  are  coming  toi 
realize  that  modern  farms  can  not  be  operated  without  efficient  tele-" 
phone  service.  The  proposed  budget  reductions  ignore  this  growing 
need  and  demand  for  electricity  and  telephones  in  rural  areas.  Fur¬ 
ther,  the  proposal  to  establish  a  plan  for  supplemental  financing,  which 
is  given  as  one  reason  for  the  budget  cut,  is  far  from  a  reality.  Even  if 
finally  approved  by  Congress,  it  is  apparent  that  loan  funds  would  not 
be  available  from  this  source  during  the  next  fiscal  year. 

In  determining  the  amounts  considered  to  be  essential  for  these  pur¬ 
poses  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  it  is  important  that  we  review  briefly 
some  of  the  conditions  facing  the  194  million  American  consumers  as 
well  as  the  economic  strength  of  this  Nation  at  home  and  abroad  in 
the  years  ahead. 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  106  7 


5 


FARMING  NO  LONGER  ATTRACTIVE 

The  number  of  agricultural  producers  providing  food  and  fiber  for 
our  rapidly  expanding  population  continues  to  decline  and  is  now  down 
to  about  7  percent  of  the  people  in  this  country.  Trained  and  ex¬ 
perienced  farm  labor  is  in  increasingly  short  supply. 

Long  hours  of  hard  work,  more  rigorous  living  conditions,  hazards 
of  weather,  threats  from  insects  and  diseases,  increasing  financial  risks, 
and  decreasing  financial  returns,  are  causing  farming  to  become  less 
and  less  attractive  to  each  succeeding  generation  of  young  people. 
Fewer  and  fewer  farm  children  are  returning  to  farming  as  a  career. 
More  and  more  of  their  parents  are  moving  to  “greener  pastures”  in 
town  as  the  monetary  return  for  their  labor,  investment,  and  mana¬ 
gerial  skills  decreases  on  the  farm. 

As  a  business  venture,  farming  is  becoming  less  attractive  as  the 
necessary  farm  investment  increases  and  the  net  return  on  the  invest¬ 
ment  decreases.  Figures  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  show 
I  that  average  farm  investment  has  increased  nearly  ten-fold  in  the  past 
25  years,  from  $6,158  in  1940  to  $59,519  in  1965.  They  also  indicate 
that  the  average  return  on  farm  investment,  including  the  value  of  the 
farmer’s  own  labor  and  management  skills,  has  dropped  about  40 
percent  during  this  period,  from  14.2  percent  in  1940  to  8.6  percent  in 
1965. 

It  is  entirely  understandable,  therefore,  why  fewer  and  fewer  people 
are  remaining  on  the  Nation’s  farms,  and  why  some  7  percent  of  our 
population  on  the  farms  is  now  feeding  the  93  percent  of  urban  dwellers 
in  addition  to  themselves.  This  undesirable  imbalance  can  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  further  aggravated  as  movement  away  from  agriculture 
continues. 

According  to  Department  figures,  an  average  of  nearly  800,000 
people  have  left  the  farms  in  each  of  the  last  5  years.  The  farm 
population  has  decreased  to  about  12.5  million  today,  compared  to 
double  that  number  in  1950.  The  1959  census,  the  latest  official  data 
available,  shows  that  some  17  percent  of  all  farmers  in  the  United 
States  were  65  or  older.  An  additional  22  percent  were  55  to  64  years 
of  age.  By  1970,  it  is  estimated  that  nearly  half  of  the  farmers  will 
be  55  years  of  age  or  over. 

The  trend  away  from  the  farm  is  also  evidenced  by  the  steadily  de¬ 
creasing  amount  of  land  used  for  agricultural  production.  The  total 
land  planted  to  crops  in  1950  was  353  million  acres  as  compared  to 
307  million  acres  in  1965,  a  reduction  of  13  percent. 

DECREASING  FOOD  SUPPLIES 

Despite  the  surplus  quantities  of  certain  commodities  in  this  country 
in  recent  years  due  to  the  efficiency  of  agricultural  production,  it 
should  be  noted  that  supplies  now  on  hand  and  expected  to  be  on  hand 
at  the  end  of  the  current  marketing  year  in  the  United  States  are  down 
substantially  from  previous  years.  For  certain  perishable  commodi¬ 
ties  we  are  looking  more  and  more  to  the  rather  undependable  Mexican 
production  to  meet  our  needs.  In  view  of  our  present  situation  in 
Vietnam,  and  our  heavy  commitments  to  India  and  certain  other 
food-deficit  countries,  this  decreasing  supply  of  food  available  to  feed 
American  consumers — and  foreign  populations  to  tho  extent  possible — 
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is  a  factor  to  be  given  most  serious  attention  by  those  responsible  for 
agricultural  planning  and  financial  support. 

Statistical  data  supplied  the  Committee  by  officials  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  indicate  that  carryover  stocks  of  wheat  have  been 
reduced  from  around  1,400  million  bushels  in  1961  to  819  million 
bushels  as  of  July  1,  1965,  due  to  limitations  on  wheat  output  and 
expanded  utilization,  particularly  for  export  and  domestic  feed  use. 
The  official  estimate  of  wheat  carryover  at  the  end  of  the  next  market¬ 
ing  year  indicates  a  supply  of  about  610  million  bushels,  a  further 
reduction  of  208  million  bushels.  This  is  sufficient  to  meet  domestic 
and  export  needs  for  only  5  months.  Large  sliipments  to  India,  will 
further  reduce  our  ability  to  meet  U.S.  needs  in  the  event  of  a  national 
emergency. 

Further,  these  officials  point  out  that  the  supply  of  feed  grains  was 
reduced  from  nearly  85  million  tons  in  1961  to  about  55  million  tons  in 
1965.  During  the  same  period,  corn  supplies  declined  from  around  2 
billion  bushels  to  about  1.2  billion  bushels.  The  estimates  of  carry¬ 
over  at  the  end  of  the  next  marketing  year  represent  a  3  months’  | 
supply  of  corn  and  barley,  a  4  months’  supply  of  oats,  and  a  9  months’ 
supply  of  grain  sorghum. 

The  situation  is  much  worse  for  dairy  products,  as  the  number  of 
dairy  farmers  decreases  each  year  and  as  milk  production  decreases 
accordingly.  Today’s  press  is  filled  with  articles  showing  the  number 
of  dairy  farmers  who  are  selling  out  their  holdings  as  land  values  for 
industrial  and  residential  purposes  offer  more  opportunity  for  profits 
than  dairy  farming. 

A  recent  article  in  the  Washington  Post  (March  15,  1966)  contained 
the  following  statements: 

Dairy  farmers  who  ship  milk  to  Washington  are  selling 
their  herds  and  going  out  of  business  at  the  rate  of  nearly 
100  a  year. 

Rising  costs  and  Federally-set  bulk  milk  prices  that,  have 
not  risen  significantly  since  the  controls  went  into  effect  in 
1958  have  caught  the  dairymen  in  the  profit  squeeze  in 
which  only  the  most  efficient  can  survive. 

Other  factors  blamed  in  the  reducing  number  of  dairy 
farmers  in  the  Washington  area  include  drought  conditions  . 
that  have  lasted  for  four  years  and  the  increasing  value  of  ' 
farm  land  for  housing  developments  under  the  pressure  of 
urban  expansion.  Many  of  the  farmers — whose  average 
age  is  well  over  50 — have  decided  that  they  may  as  well  retire. 

The  supply  of  dairy  products  on  hand  is  now  at  the  lowest  point 
in  recent  years.  As  of  June  30,  1965,  we  had  5,300  million  pounds  of 
milk  and  milk  products  on  hand.  The  supply  is  expected  to  reduce 
further  to  3,200  million  pounds  at  the  end  of  the  present  marketing 
year,  a  reduction  of  2,100  million  pounds.  This  represents  only 
about  a  %  month’s  supply  for  normal  domestic  purposes. 

It  is  apparent  that,  unless  we  continue  research  and  related  programs 
to  increase  the  efficiency  of  our  farm  production  and  provide  the 
economic  incentive  to  induce  young  and  efficient  producers  to  remain 
on  the  farm,  food  in  the  United  States  will  be  in  increasingly  short 
supply.  The  American  consumer  will  be  faced  with  food  shortages 
in  some  items  and  much  higher  food  costs  generally.  Further,  our 
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ability  to  help  meet  food  needs  essential  to  our  foreign  policy  will 
be  seriously  affected. 

It  is  also  apparent  that  we  must  reexamine  our  national  farm  policies 
and  programs  which  are  reducing  agricultural  production  despite 
increasing  demands  for  food  at  home  and  abroad.  The  Federal 
Government  is  committed  to  annual  and  long-term  contracts  to  leave 
land  out  of  production,  which  are  costing  us  around  $1.5  billion  per 
year.  We  are  still  paying  out  large  amounts  under  long-range  con¬ 
servation  reserve  (Soil  Bank)  contracts  entered  into  ten  years  ago. 
In  addition,  we  are  faced  with  large  amounts  under  more  recent  acreage 
diversion  and  cropland  adjustment  programs  limiting  production  of 
some  of  our  major  crops.  It  would  seem  much  wiser  and  more  bene¬ 
ficial  to  everyone  to  use  this  money  to  produce  ample  food  and  supply 
it  to  the  markets  of  the  world. 

AGRICULTURE  REMAINS  BASIC 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  the  growing  tendency  to  consider 
agriculture  as  a  less  essential  part  of  our  national  economy,  and  to 
reduce  funds  needed  for  its  continued  support,  threatens  our  nation  at 
home  and  abroad.  It  could  have  a  serious  effect  on  the  future  food 
supply  of  this  country  and  could  weaken  our  ability  to  meet  our 
future  responsibilities  as  a  leader  of  the  nations  of  the  world. 

History  teaches  us  that  the  food-deficit  countries  of  the  world  started 
on  then'  decline  by  failing  to  give  adequate  attention  to  the  protection 
and  development  of  their  basic  natural  resources.  They  failed  to 
provide  necessary  protection  and  development  through  research, 
control  of  insects  and  diseases,  conservation  and  other  programs 
needed  to  assure  the  preservation  of  their  capacity  to  meet  the  needs 
of  their  people  for  food,  clothing  and  shelter.  This  is  true  of  nearly 
every  country  we  aid  today.  We  must  not  make  the  same  mistake! 

One  of  our  major  problems  today  is  that,  though  agriculture  is 
our  best  market  for  industry  and  labor,  and  the  most  economical 
supplier  of  the  consumer,  so  few  people  are  engaged  in  agriculture 
that  its  voice  is  weak  in  the  legislative  halls  of  a  majority  of  the 
States  and  of  the  nation.  No  longer  does  agriculture  figure  promi¬ 
nently  in  the  planning  of  those  who  would  appeal  to  the  majority. 
This  leaves  a  major  task  for  those  who  recognize  that  the  national 
welfare  depends  on  a  sound  and  healthy  agriculture. 

Many  people  realize  the  danger  of  a  break  in  farm  prices;  but  few 
seem  to  know  that  the  real  danger  to  our  overall  economy  is  a  drop 
in  agricultural  purchasing  power,  which  could  come  from  a  reduction 
in  volume  as  well  as  a  drop  in  price.  And  volume  of  production  is 
dependent  on  the  continuation  of  research,  education,  conservation, 
electrification,  and  improved  production  techniques  provided  for  in 
this  bill. 

Many  know  that  the  few  on  the  farm  free  the  rest  of  us  to  provide 
the  machines  and  gadgets  of  modern-day  living;  but  there  aren’t 
many  people  who  stop  to  realize  that  those  who  have  left  the  farm 
have  been  replaced  by  machines  and  expensive  materials,  and  that 
the  man  engaged  in  agriculture  today  has  to  have  sufficient  production 
and  net  income  to  buy  the  machinery,  equipment,  chemicals  and 
other  materials  necessary  to  produce  efficiently.  Many  people  now 
in  our  cities  who  make  these  products  and  provide  these  services  fail 
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to  understand  that  they  could  be  forced  to  go  back  to  the  farm,  as 
happened  in  the  depression  of  the  late  1920’s  and  early  1930’s,  if 
the  few  now  on  the  farms  are  unable  to  continue  to  produce  sufficient 
food  to  feed  them. 

PAST  ACHIEVEMENTS  OF  AMERICAN  AGRICULTURE 

The  efficiency  of  American  agriculture  has  been  a  blessing  to  the 
consumers  of  the  world.  It  has  provided  a  plentiful  supply  of  whole¬ 
some  and  nutritious  foods  which  U.S.  consumers  have  come  to  accept 
and  take  for  granted.  It  has  produced  quantities  in  excess  of  domestic 
needs  which  have  become  a  significant  factor  in  our  international 
programs  of  aid  and  assistance  to  the  less  fortunate  peoples  in  other 
nations  of  the  world. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  for  years  have  enjoyed  a  standard 
of  living  never  before  attained  anywhere  in  the  world  because  of  the 
remarkable  achievements  of  American  agriculture. 

These  achievements  have  been  made  possible  by  cooperative 
Federal,  State  and  local  efforts  in  the  various  agricultural  programs 
of  the  Nation.  The  leadership  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  Land-Grant  universities,  and  the  State  and  local  agricultural 
agencies,  has  developed  an  agricultural  industry  in  the  United  States 
which  is  the  envy  of  the  entire  world. 

As  a  result  of  our  high  level  of  efficiency  in  agricultural  production, 
and  certain  governmental  policies  which  have  failed  to  make  U.S. 
commodities  competitive  in  wTorld  markets,  this  country  has  had  sup¬ 
plies  of  commodities  which  have  been  surplus  to  U.S.  needs  during 
certain  periods  in  the  past  several  decades.  National  policies  and 
farm  programs  have  been  directed  toward  meeting  this  situation.  It 
is  pointed  out  that,  while  these  supplies  were  surplus  to  domestic  U.S. 
demands,  they  were  by  no  means  surplus  to  world  needs.  Also,  it 
is  the  opinion  of  many  responsible  officials  and  experts  in  this  country 
that  it  is  much  better  for  the  U.S.  to  have  too  much  rather  than  too 
little  of  the  things  necessary  to  feed,  house  and  clothe  our  people. 
The  cost  of  handling  and  storing  surpluses  has  been  small  indeed,  com¬ 
pared  to  the  benefits  to  the  American  consumer  and  to  the  position  of 
strength  in  world  affairs  which  our  agricultural  production  has  en¬ 
abled  us  to  maintain. 

AGRICULTURE’S  PLACE  IN  THE  ECONOMY 

The  foundation  for  continued  economic  development  in  this  country 
is  a  strong  and  prosperous  agriculture  which  will  provide  adequate 
food  and  fiber  to  meet  our  needs  and  will  continue  to  provide  a  strong 
market  for  the  products  of  labor  and  industry. 

Agriculture  is  the  Nation’s  largest  industry.  Farming  employs  6 
million  workers — more  than  the  combined  employment  in  transporta¬ 
tion,  public  utilities,  the  steel  industry,  and  the  automobile  industry. 
Agriculture’s  assets  total  $230  billion,  equal  to  about  %  of  the  value  of 
current  assets  of  all  corporations  in  the  United  States,  or  about  half 
the  market  value  of  all  corporation  stocks  on  the  New  York  Stock 
Exchange. 

Agriculture  is  one  of  the  major  customers  of  labor  and  industry. 
The  farm  producer  spends  nearly  $30  billion  a  year  for  goods  and 
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services  to  produce  crops  and  livestock;  another  $12  billion  a  year  is 
spent  for  the  same  things  that  city  people  buy — food,  clothing,  drugs, 
furniture,  appliances,  and  other  products  and  services.  Each  year 
the  farmer’s  purchases  include  $3.4  billion  in  new  farm  tractors  and 
other  farm  vehicles,  machinery,  and  equipment.  It  takes  120,000 
employees  to  produce  this  farm  equipment. 

His  annual  purchases  also  include  $3.4  billion  for  fuel,  lubricants 
and  maintenance  of  machinery  and  motor  vehicles.  Farming  uses 
more  petroleum  than  any  other  single  industry.  Each  year  the 
farmer  buys  products  containing  320  million  pounds  of  rubber — about 
9  percent  of  the  total  used  in  the  United  States,  or  enough  to  put  tires 
on  nearly  6  million  automobiles.  He  consumes  28  billion  kw.-hrs.  of 
electricity  annually — or  more  than  4  percent  of  the  Nation’s  total. 
He  uses  5  million  tons  of  steel  in  the  form  of  farm  machinery,  trucks, 
cars,  fencing,  and  building  materials.  Farm  use  of  steel  accounts  for 
40,000  jobs  in  the  steel  industry. 

Agriculture  is  also  a  major  creator  of  employment.  Three  out  of 
|  every  ten  jobs  in  private  employment  are  related  to  agriculture. 
Six  million  people  have  jobs  providing  the  supplies  farmers  use  for 
production  and  family  living.  Eight  to  ten  million  people  have  jobs 
storing,  transporting,  processing,  and  merchandising  the  products  of 
agriculture. 

Despite  agriculture’s  outstanding  record  of  achievement  and  its 
important  contribution  to  the  Nation’s  economy,  the  budget  for  next 
year  proposes  substantial  reductions  in  the  funds  for  the  programs 
which  have  made  this  possible. 

A  FIRM  SUPPLY  OF  FOOD  ESSENTIAL 

Aside  from  the  possibility  of  nuclear  conflict,  probably  the  foremost 
problem  of  the  world  today  is  hunger.  Approximately  half  of  the 
world’s  3  billion  people  suffer  from  malnutrition.  The  World  Food 
Congress  was  told  in  1963  that  around  10,000  persons  die  every  day 
from  starvation. 

India  had  a  food  crisis  in  1963.  It  has  another  serious  food  shortage 
today.  That  vast  subcontinent  has  a  year-round  hunger  problem;  so 
do  many  other  areas  in  the  world.  The  present  outlook  is  that 
)  hunger  will  grow  more  and  more  intense  with  the  passage  of  time. 
The  world’s  population  increase  is  almost  unbelievable.  Each  year, 
births  exceed  deaths  by  almost  60  million. 

This  alarming  population  expansion  can  be  fully  appreciated  when 
it  is  realized  that  the  population  of  the  world,  which  reached  the  first 
billion  by  the  year  1830,  took  only  100  years,  1830  to  1930,  to  reach 
2  billion  and  only  30  years,  1930  to  1960,  to  reach  3  billion.  It  is 
expected  to  exceed  6  billion  people  by  the  turn  of  the  century.  The 
population  growth  in  the  United  States  increased  from  13  million  in 
1830  to  123  million  in  1930  and  179  million  in  1960.  It  is  expected 
to  reach  340  million  by  the  year  2000. 

The  ability  of  this  country  to  provide  the  most  abundant  supply  of 
wholesome  and  delicious  food  at  the  lowest  cost  ever  known  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States — and  in  addition  feed  substantial  numbers 
of  hungry  people  throughout  the  world— has  been  one  of  our  greatest 
strengths  in  meeting  domestic  needs  and  in  dealing  with  world 
problems. 

II.  Rept.  1446,  89-2 - 2 
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The  failure  of  Communist  agriculture,  a  failure  which  is  chronic 
and  deep-seated,  has  tremendous  implications  to  the  hundreds  of 
millions  constantly  plagued  by  hunger.  The  Communist  inability  to 
produce  efficiently  and  abundantly  is  due  in  large  part  to  a  lack  of 
adequate  and  well  directed  research  and  related  agricultural  programs, 
under  a  system  which  has  tied  the  hands  of  Soviet  agricultural 
scientists. 

This  must  not  be  permitted  to  happen  in  the  United  States.  We 
can  not  allow  any  change  in  emphasis  or  direction  which  would  weaken 
or  damage  our  successful  research,  extension,  soil  conservation,  and 
marketing  programs  which  have  given  this  country  its  efficient  and 
productive  agricultural  system.  These  basic  programs  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  the  Land-Grant  Colleges,  and  related  institutions, 
must  be  continued  at  least  at  present  levels. 

One  of  the  most  important  issues  facing  the  Congress  and  the  Na¬ 
tion  at  this  time  is  the  matter  of  assuring  a  continued  firm  source  of 
supply  of  food  and  fiber  to  the  American  consumer  for  the  future — and 
to  hungry  peoples  in  other  countries  to  the  extent  possible  within  the  | 
financial  ability  of  this  country.  The  importance  of  this  matter  can 
not  be  over-emphasized. 


BUDGET  CUTS  RESTORED 


The  factors  discussed  above  all  point  to  difficulties  ahead  in  main¬ 
taining  an  agricultural  production  system  in  the  U.S.  which  will 
assure  an  adequate  supply  of  food,  clothing  and  shelter  for  a  constantly 
increasing  number  of  consumers  who  are  completely  dependent  on 
agriculture  for  their  future  well-being. 

The  Committee  feels  that,  with  U.S.  commitments  in  Vietnam 
and  other  parts  of  the  world,  it  would  be  a  serious  mistake  to  agree 
to  budget  reductions  which  would  weaken  our  highly  efficient  and 
extremely  productive  agricultural  industry,  which  forms  the  base 
for  domestic  prosperity  and  plays  a  major  role  in  our  foreign  policy. 
It  believes  that  adequate  funds  must  be  provided  for  the  programs 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Land-Grant  Colleges,  and 
related  institutions,  if  we  are  to  assure  that  basic  needs  of  the  nation’s 
consumers  and  industrial  workers  are  met.  It  recognizes  that  a 
bountiful  food  supply,  together  with  protection  of  the  nation’s  re¬ 
sources,  is  dependent  on  maintaining  appropriations  at  least  at 
present  levels  for  agricultural  programs  which  support  our  highly 
productive  agricultural  plant  and  benefit  our  school  children  and 
consumers  generally. 

The  Committee  is  unable  to  go  along  with  the  drastic  change  in 
emphasis  and  direction  proposed  in  the  1967  budget.  Accordingly, 
it  has  restored  the  proposed  budget  cuts,  and  has  provided  for  the 
continuation  of  the  various  programs  generally  at  present  year  levels 
as  follows: 
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Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Funds  restored  for  research  facilities  scheduled  for  elimination  Appropriation > 
or  reduction  in  1966  at  24  locations  and  in  1967  at  70  loca-  restored 
tions  throughout  the  country _  $5  401  300 

Funds  restored  for  control  and  eradication  of  various  plant 
and  animal  diseases,  including  fire  ant,  phony  peach  and 
peach  mosaic,  soybean  cyst  nematode,  sweetpotato  weevil, 
barberry,  golden  nematode,  gypsy  moth,  witchweed,  bru¬ 
cellosis  and  scabies _  7,  803,  100 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service: 

Funds  restored  for  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment 

stations  under  the  Hatch  Act _  8,  245,  000 

Funds  restored  for  grants  for  facilities  at  experiment  stations. _  2,  000,  000 

Extension  Service: 

The  proposed  shift  of  .810,000,000  in  payments  to  States  from 
formula  provisions  of  Section  3(c)  to  non-formula  provisions 

of  Section  3(d)  of  the  Smith-Lever  Act  not  approved _  0 

Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Decrease  in  soil  survey  operations  ($3,600,000  reduction  pro¬ 
posed — $1,600,000  approved) _  2,  000,  000 


Reduction  in  new  planning  starts  from  100  to 50proposed.  100 

new  planning  starts  restored _ 

Reduction  in  funds  for  P.L.  566  watersheds  and  reduction  in 


new  starts  from  80  to  35  proposed.  Funds  and  SO  new  con¬ 
struction  starts  restored _  1,  444,  600 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

Reduction  of  Special  Milk  Program  from  $103,000,000  to 
$21,000,000  proposed.  Reduction  restored,  with  $53,000,000 

of  total  to  come  from  Section  32  funds _  82,  000,  000 

Reduction  in  School  Lunch  Program  from  $157,000,000  to 

$138,000,000  proposed.  Reduction  restored _  19,  000,  000 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service: 

The  Committee  recommends  that  the  proposed  cut  in  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Conservation  Program  from  $220,000,000  to  $100,- 


000,000  be  disapproved  and  that  the  1967  program  be  main¬ 
tained  at  the  present  year’s  level  of  $220,000,000,  plus 

$30,000,000  for  administrative  expenses _  0 

Rural  Electrification  Administration  Loan  Authorization: 

Reduction  in  electrification  loan  authorization  restored  from 
$220,000,000  proposed  to  1966  level  of  $365,000,000,  with 

$72,500,000  placed  in  contingency  reserve _  0 

Reduction  in  telephone  loan  authorization  restored  from 
$85,000,000  proposed  to  1966  level  of  $97,000,000,  with 
$6,000,000  placed  in  contingency  reserve _  0 

RURAL  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT 

This  Committee  has  a  long  record  of  support  for  rural  development. 
It  has  recognized  the  benefits  to  the  nation  from  programs  to  enable 
people  to  stay  on  the  land  instead  of  moving  into  the  already  over¬ 
crowded  towns  and  cities,  or  to  return  to  the  land,  while  working  in 
the  towns  and  cities.  It  has  realized  that,  if  the  usual  conveniences 
were  made  available  in  non-urban  areas,  more  and  more  people  would 
be  attracted  to  live  in  such  areas.  The  Committee  has  recognized, 
too,  the  dispersion  of  many  activities  which  makes  rural  development 
essential.  For  many  years  it  has  supported  adequate  funds  for  rural 
electrification,  rural  telephones,  housing  and  development  loans,  and 
loans  for  water,  recreation,  drainage  and  other  special  community 
facilities.  It  has  also  supported  efforts  to  encourage  industrial  devel¬ 
opment  to  provide  supplemental  income  in  rural  areas. 

Such  rural  development  efforts,  however,  should  complement 
established  programs  which  enable  our  farm  producers  to  feed  and 
clothe  our  people  with  the  world’s  lowest  food  cost  of  only  18  percent 
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of  disposable  consumer  income.  They  should  not  be  dependent 
upon  approval  of  a  new  organization,  without  a  program  of  its  own, 
which  in  the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  would  only  retard  the  success¬ 
ful  efforts  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  and  other  action 
agencies. 

"  The  Committee  therefore  takes  note  of  the  budget  request  of 
$3,468,000  for  fiscal  year  1967  for  personnel  for  the  Rural  Community 
Development  Service  which  has  no  substantive  program  to  offer. 
This  amount  is  nearly  5%  times  as  large  as  the  1966  appropriation 
for  this  agency.  The  major  part  of  the  increase  is  requested  for 
additional  personnel  to  establish  field  offices  in  40  States  throughout 
the  country,  to  work  with  programs  of  other  departments  and  agencies. 

The  Committee  is  in  favor  of  efforts  to  meet  rual  problems  and  will 
continue  to  support  them.  The  Committee  believes,  however,  that 
such  programs  have  been  handled  effectively  in  the  past  through  the 
regular  established  agencies  of  the  Department,  which  have  been 
working  successfully  with  rural  people  through  the  years.  These  . 
old-line  agencies  have  the  funds,  qualified  technicians,  and  established  ' 
field  offices  to  meet  the  needs  of  rural  areas.  They  can  function  more 
effectively  if  additional  layers  of  supervision  are  not  added  between 
Washington  and  the  rural  areas  to  be  served. 

For  example,  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  has  been  in  exist¬ 
ence  for  20  years.  Its  predecessor  agencies,  the  Farm  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  the  Resettlement  Administration  go  back  to  the  mid- 
1930’s.  During  this  period,  it  has  made  an  outstanding  record  of 
service  to  farmers  and  rural  communities.  It  makes  hundreds  of  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  of  direct  and  insured  loans  and  grants  each  year  for 
nearly  every  phase  of  farm  and  rural  community  life.  Programs  and 
funds  expected  to  be  available  in  fiscal  year  1967  are  as  follows: 

In  millions 


Loans  to  acquire,  build  or  improve  homes  and  service  buildings  on  farms.  $390.  0 
Loans  to  assist  family  farmers  in  reorganizing  and  improving  their  farm¬ 
ing  systems _  300.  0 

Loans  to  acquire,  enlarge  or  develop  family  farms  and  to  provide  facili¬ 
ties  for  land  and  water  use  and  conservation _  247.  0 

Loans  and  grants  in  areas  under  5,500  population  for  water  or  waste  dis¬ 
posal  systems,  and  recreation,  drainage,  or  other  special  community 

facilities _  236.  0 

Emergency  loans  to  restore  farm  land  and  facilities  damaged  by  natural  i 

disasters _  68.  5  " 

Technical  assistance  and  loans  to  public  agencies  in  low-income  rural 

areas  to  restructure  their  economy _  1.  2 


Total _  1,  242.  7 


Legislation  enacted  by  the  Congress  in  the  past  four  years  has 
greatly  broadened  the  scope  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 
Not  only  have  services  to  family  farmers  been  increased,  but  a  sub¬ 
stantial  expansion  has  taken  place  in  the  development  of  services  re¬ 
lated  to  rural  community  development  and  rural  poverty.  This 
agency  might  well  be  designated  as  the  Farmers  Home  and  Rural 
Development  Administration. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration  has  about  7,000  employees  and 
1,681  field  offices  located  throughout  the  country.  FHA  county 
office  supervisors  and  home  management  experts  are  located  in  the 
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same  rural  areas  in  which  additional  personnel  is  proposed  for  the  new 
Rural  Community  Development  Service.  These  employees  are 
experienced  and  trained  in  rural  problems  and  have  been  very  success¬ 
ful  in  helping  low-income  rural  families  improve  their  standard  of 
living  and  utilize  the  health,  education  and  welfare  services  available 
in  their  communities. 

During  fiscal  year  1965  the  following  number  of  various  types  of 
loans  were  handled  by  this  agency: 


Farm  ownership  loans _  12,  186 

Soil  and  water  loans _  1,  275 

Operating  loans _  72,  597 

Rural  housing  loans _  15,  779 

Emergency  credit  loans _  22,  290 


Other  agencies  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  including  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  Extension  Service,  the  Forest  Service, 
and  the  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  have  extensive  field  opera¬ 
tions  which  are  also  giving  attention  to  rural  problems.  Also,  the 
I  Departments  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development;  Health,  Education 
and  Welfare;  Commerce;  and  Labor  have  large  field  organizations 
also  providing  financial  and  technical  assistance  to  rural  areas.  A 
more  detailed  description  of  the  activities  of  these  various  agencies 
and  departments  in  rural  areas  will  be  found  on  pages  55  through  70 
of  Part  4  of  the  Committee  hearings  on  the  1967  budget. 

The  Committee  for  several  years  has  approved  a  small  force  at  the 
Washington  level  to  “coordinate”  the  various  programs  for  rural  areas 
through  the  Rural  Community  Development  Service.  It  has 
included  $637,000  for  the  coming  year  to  enable  this  agency  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  coordinate  and  expedite  this  phase  of  the  Department’s  work 
here  in  Washington.  It  has  provided  an  additional  $400,000  to  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  to  enable  that  agency  to  give  additional 
attention  to  development  of  projects  needed  in  rural  areas  through  its 
existing  field  offices.  Also,  it  has  included  money  for  Appalachia 
with  the  understanding  that  additional  needs  can  be  met  from  the 
regular  programs  available  to  all  areas  of  the  country.  It  has  restored 
the  proposed  budget  reductions  for  the  old-line  agencies  to  meet  this 
and  other  needs  of  agriculture  throughout  the  country.  These 
nation-wide  programs  are  essential  to  keep  other  areas  of  the  United 
|  States  from  facing  the  same  conditions  found  in  Appalachia  and  other 
low-income  rural  areas. 

Title  I— General  Activities 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service  was  established  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  on  November  2,  1953,  under  the  authority  of  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949  (5  U.S.C.  133z — 15),  the  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  It  conducts  farm,  utiliza¬ 
tion,  nutrition,  marketing  and  consumer  use  research,  plant  and' 
animal  disease  and  pest  control  and  eradication  activities.  The 
Administrator  of  this  Service  is  also  responsible  for  the  coordination 
of  all  research  of  the  Department.  The  Service  also  carries  out 
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emergency  programs,  when  necessary,  for  the  control  and  eradication 
of  animal  diseases,  such  as  foot-and-mouth  disease,  and  for  the  control 
of  emergency  outbreaks  of  insects  and  diseases. 

The  Service  directs  research  beneficial  to  the  United  States  which 
can  be  advantageously  conducted  in  foreign  countries  through  agree¬ 
ments  with  foreign  research  institutions  and  universities.  This 
program  is  carried  out  under  the  authority  of  sections  104  (a)  and  (k) 
of  Public  Law  4S0,  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1945,  as  amended. 

Research. — The  bill  includes  $120,673,000  for  fiscal  year  1967  for 
the  research  programs  of  this  agency.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $5,286,000 
in  the  1966  appropriation  and  a  restoration  of  $12,693,000  to  the 
budget  request.  The  sum  of  $750,700  to  provide  for  pay  act  increases 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301  is  included. 

The  amount  recommended  includes  an  increase  of  $1,800,000  for 
staffing  and  operating  new  and  expanded  farm  research  laboratories 
and  watershed  centers  previously  authorized  by  Congress.  In  view 
of  difficulties  of  recruiting  competent  research  and  scientific  per¬ 
sonnel,  the  Committee  has  approved  approximately  half  of  the 
budget  request  for  this  purpose. 

The  Committee  has  also  included  $100,000  to  undertake  a  research 
program  on  equine  infectious  anemia  or  swamp  fever  of  horses. 
Within  the  past  year,  there  have  been  confirmed  outbreaks  in  nine 
States,  including  Maryland,  Illinois,  and  Washington.  The  disease 
is  a  potential  threat  to  the  nation’s  horse  industry  valued  at  $3.5 
billion.  The  Department  has  well  qualified  scientists  in  this  area 
and  is  especially  well  equipped  to  undertake  this  research.  It  should 
proceed  to  bring  together  existing  data  for  immediate  use,  looking  for¬ 
ward  to  a  more  complete  research  program  next  year. 

A  total  reduction  of  $5,561,000  is  recommended  in  the  budget, 
based  on  the  proposed  closing  or  curtailing  of  numerous  research 
stations  throughout  the  country  during  this  and  the  next  fiscal  year. 
The  proposed  budget  cut  consists  of  three  types  of  research  reductions : 


Research  projects  closed  in  FY  1965  for  which  final  closing  costs  were 

incurred  in  FY  1966 _  $159,  700 

Research  laboratories  scheduled  for  closing  later  in  FY  1966  (24 

locations) _  791,  300 

Research  programs  proposed  to  be  eliminated  or  curtailed  in  FY  1967 
(70  locations) _ 4,610,000 


Total  reduction  proposed  in  budget _  5,  561,  000 


The  Committee  has  not  restored  the  reduction  of  $159,700  for 
projects  terminated  in  FY  1965,  since  these  facilities,  have  been  closed 
and  including  the  funds  would  not  serve  to  restore  such  activities. 
The  balance  of  the  proposed  reduction,  a  total  of  $5,401,300,  has  been 
restored  to  the  bill  for  the  projects  and  laboratories  scheduled  for 
closing  or  reduction  in  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967,  to  be  financed 
from  funds  transferred  from  Section  32.  A  complete  list  of  research 
facilities  and  projects  restored  by  this  action  will  be  found  on  pages 
354-384  of  Part  t  of  the  Committee  hearings  on  the  1967  budget. 

As  noted  earlier  in  this  report,  had  this  reduction  been  approved,  it 
would  have  seriously  affected  essential  research  activities  in  nearly 
eveiy  important  phase  of  agriculture,  including  cost-of-production, 
control  of  insects  and  diseases,  soil  and  water  conservation,  agricultural 
engineering,  utilization,  human  nutrition  and  marketing.  Less  re- 
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search  would  have  been  available  for  many  of  the  Nation’s  important 
food  crops  including  wheat,  corn,  grain  sorghums,  rice,  sugar  cane, 
sugar  beets,  fruits,  vegetables,  and  livestock.  Important  research 
work  at  24  locations  throughout  the  country  would  have  been  elimi¬ 
nated  during  fiscal  year  1966,  and  research  would  have  been  eliminated 
or  curtailed  at  70  additional  locations  in  nearly  every  area  of  the 
nation  during  fiscal  year  1967. 

The  reasons  for  the  restoration  of  these  funds  by  the  Committee 
are  discussed  at  length  in  the  earlier  portions  of  this  report.  In 
essence,  the  Committee’s  action  is  based  on  its  belief  that  it  would 
be  a  serious  mistake  to  make  any  reductions  which  would  weaken  the 
ability  of  our  agricultural  system  to  assure  an  adequate  supply  of 
food  and  fiber  to  a  constantly  increasing  number  of  consumers  in  the 
United  States  and  abroad  who  must  depend  on  an  efficient  and  pro¬ 
ductive  agriculture  for  their  future  well-being. 

Experience  clearly  demonstrates  the  absolute  necessity  of  contin¬ 
uous  research  to  stay  ahead  of  threats  to  our  food  supply  from  grain 
rusts,  viruses,  plant  diseases,  drought,  heat,  winter  kill,  and  other 
problems.  Agricultural  scientists  have  presented  ample  evidence  to 
prove  that  our  research  efforts  must  be  at  least  5  years  ahead  of  the 
constant  threat  from  existing  pests  and  their  hybridized  descendants. 
For  example,  a  new  race  of  wheat  rust,  known  as  15B,  appeared  sud¬ 
denly  in  this  country  and  wiped  out  300  million  bushels  of  wheat 
and  durum  worth  $500,000,000  in  the  period  1950  to  1955.  Previous 
research  on  a  new  variety  of  wheat  called  “Selkirk”  provided  a  stopgap 
crop  to  partially  offset  these  disastrous  losses  until  research  could  de¬ 
velop  newer  and  better  varieties  with  resistance  to  race  15B  and  other 
rusts  which  would  eventually  adapt  and  attack  “Selkirk.” 

The  bill  also  provides  $10,619,000  for  the  construction  of  10  research 
facilities  from  Section  32  funds,  for  which  planning  funds  were  pro¬ 
vided  last  year  and  for  which  plans  are  expected  to  be  completed  during 
the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  amount  is  more  than  offset  by  a  decrease 
of  $11,418,000  for  non-recurring  planning  and  construction  funds 
included  in  the  1966  appropriation  bill  and  not  needed  again  in  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  The  new  facilities  funded  in  this  bill  are  needed 
to  meet  urgent  research  deficiencies  in  the  areas  of  food  crops,  livestock 
production,  soil  and  water  conservation,  human  nutrition  and  con¬ 
sumer  needs. 

This  construction  will  doubtless  be  handled  in  line  with  govern¬ 
mental  policy  on  Federal  construction.  The  Committee  believes 
these  facilities  are  equally,  if  not  more  essential  than  most  such  con¬ 
struction  proposals.  If  Federal  construction  is  to  proceed,  these 
laboratories  should  be  included.  They  are  as  follows: 


Grain  marketing  research,  Manhattan,  Kansas _ $3,  160,  000 

Cereal  rust  research,  St.  Paul,  Minn _  600,  000 

National  Sedimentation  Laboratory,  Oxford,  Miss _  935,  000 

Range  livestock  research,  Miles  City,  Mont _  481,  000 

Meat  animal  research,  Clay  Center,  Nebr _  3,  450,  000 

Nutrition  and  Consumer  Use  research,  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota.  583,  000 

Soil  and  water  research,  Pendleton,  Ore _  380,  000 

Pasture  research,  University  Park,  Pa _  360,  000 

Soil  and  water  research,  Bushland,  Tex _  325,  000 

Barley  research,  Madison,  Wise _  345,  000 


Total  construction  funds _  10,  019,  000 
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As  noted  earlier,  language  in  the  bill  provides  that  the  $5,401,300 
restored  for  the  research  projects  and  the  $10,619,000  included  for  new 
laboratory  construction,  as  described  above,  will  be  financed  from 
Section  32  funds.  A  transfer  of  up  to  $25,000,000  each  year  from 
Section  32  for  research  activities  was  authorized  several  years  ago  in 
Public  Law  88-250. 

A  reduction  of  $78,000  has  been  made  under  this  heading  in  view  of 
unauthorized  transfers  made  in  the  current  year  to  the  Rural  Com¬ 
munity  Development  Service  ($66,000)  and  the  National  Advisory 
Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber  ($12,000).  These  transfers  were  made 
from  funds  authorized  by  the  Congress  last  year  for  specific  research 
purposes.  Through  the  years,  the  Committee  has  relied  upon  officials 
of  the  Department  to  keep  it  informed  in  advance  of  proposed  shifts 
in  the  use  of  funds  specifically  authorized  by  the  Congress  for  certain 
purposes.  It  was  surprised  to  discover  these  two  transfers  during  the 
hearings  and  was  disturbed  to  find  that  the  long-standing  working 
arrangement  between  the  Department  and  the  Committee  in  this 
regard  had  been  disregarded.  Since  this  agency  was  able  to  operate 
during  the  current  fiscal  year  witnout  the  funds  which  were  trans¬ 
ferred  for  other  uses,  they  have  been  eliminated  for  the  coming  fiscal 


year. 

Contingency  research  fund—  A  larger  than  usual  number  of  members 
of  Congress  and  public  witnesses  presented  testimony  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  this  year.  Many  of  their  statements  were  in  support  of  the 
restoration  of  proposed  research  cuts.  Others  were  in  support  of 
additional  research  programs  needed  to  meet  special  problems  in 
certain  areas  of  the  country.  The  Administrator  of  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service  is  requested  to  review  the  hearing  record  and  to 
give  careful  consideration  to  these  proposals  in  the  allocation  of  funds 
made  available  through  this  appropriation  and  in  the  use  of  his  con¬ 
tingency  research  fund. 

There  appears  to  be  an  urgent  need  for  additional  research  attention 
to  improved  equipment  for  grain  grading,  soybean  production, 
tile  drainage  systems  in  Southern  California,  mechanization  of  pro¬ 
duction  of  dates  and  other  commodities,  and  many  other  problems. 
The  Administrator  is  requested  to  study  each  of  these  matters, 
bringing  together  existing  research  data  and  making  it  available  to 
those  who  need  it,  and  to  undertake  as  much  new  research  as  possible 
within  the  limits  of  available  funds.  It  is  recognized  that  only  a 
small  beginning  can  be  made  in  the  coming  year.  But  the  problems 
are  so  important  and  the  monetary  values  are  so  great  that  it  is 
imperative  that  a  start  be  made  next  year,  looking  forward  to  the 
inclusion  of  more  adequate  research  funds  in  future  budgets  for  these 
purposes. 

Also,  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  resumption  of  a  small- 
scale  cooperative  research  project  on  rabbit  breeding  either  at  the 
University  of  Arkansas  or  in  California.  In  view  of  the  great  number 
of  small,  and  in  many  cases,  retired  farmers  who  depend  on  rabbit 
production  as  an  important  source  of  income,  some  continuing  research 
attention  to  then  problems  is  warranted. 

Plant  and,  animal  disease  and  pest  control. — The  Committee  recom¬ 
mends  an  appropriation  of  $76,764,000  for  fiscal  year  1967,  an  increase 
of  $1,217,000  over  funds  provided  for  fiscal  year  1966  and  an  increase 
of  $7,016,000  in  the  budget  request.  The  full  budget  estimate  of 
$438,300  for  pay  costs  authorized  by  Public  Law  89-301  is  included. 
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The  proposed  budget  reduction  of  $7,803,100  for  various  insect  and 
disease  control  programs  has  been  restored  by  the  Committee  as  out¬ 
lined  earlier  in  this  report.  The  restorations  are  as  follows : 


Imported  fire  ant _ $3,  303,  000 

Phony  peach  and  peach  mosaic _  190,  600 

Soybean  cyst  nematode _  523,  000 

Sweetpotato  weevil _  296,  600 

Barberry  eradication _  371,  700 

Golden  nematode _ , _  320,  000 

Gypsy  noth _ : _  261,800 

Witchweed _  350,  000 

Brucellosis _ _ _ _ _  1,  702,  100 

Scabies _  4S4,  300 


Total  restorations _ . _ _  7,  803,  100 


With  greater  threats  from  insects  and  diseases  due  to  increasing 
travel  and  transportation  between  all  parts  of  the  world,  with  the 
supplies  of  certain  basic  foods  reaching  low  levels,  with  farm  labor  in 
short  supply,  with  increasing  costs  of  production,  and  with  the  many 
other  problems  facing  agriculture  and  the  consumer,  the  Committee 
believes  it  unwise  to  reduce  our  efforts  to  keep  insects  and  diseases 
from  destroying  our  food  supply  and  from  spreading  to  new  parts  of 
the  nation.  It  appears  much  more  appropriate  to  intensify  these 
activities  in  the  hope  of  eventually  eradicating  these  pests  wherever 
possible. 

The  imported  fire  ant  was  introduced  into  the  Mobile,  Alabama 
area  about  1920,  probably  from  South  America.  By  the  end  of  1953, 
the  pest  was  known  to  infest  102  counties  in  9  southern  states.  A 
cooperate  eradication  program  was  initiated  by  the  States  affected 
and  the  Federal  Government  in  1957.  The  program  has  helped  to 
prevent  long-distance  spread,  has  eliminated  outlying  infestations, 
and  has  protected  other  areas  of  the  country.  Crop  losses  and  in¬ 
creased  cost  of  production  in  infested  areas  fully  justify  continued 
efforts  to  control  and  eradicate  this  pest.  Large  potential  losses  war¬ 
rant  the  continuation  of  a  cooperative  Federal-State  program  to  pre¬ 
vent  spread  to  the  uninfested  areas  in  the  rest  of  the  country.  The 
Administrator  is  requested  to  plan  a  3-year  program  to  eradicate  this 
pest  if  assurances  of  full  cooperation  are  received  from  State  and  local 
authorities. 

The  damage  to  the  supply  of  food  and  fiber  of  the  Nation  from  the 
other  insects  and  diseases  for  which  funds  for  control  and  eradication 
have  been  restored  is  well  documented.  During  the  summer  of  1965, 
263,000  acres  were  defoliated  by  the  gypsy  moth  in  the  Northeastern 
States  and  it  appeal's  that  further  spread  is  likely  in  1966  unless  in¬ 
creased  control  measures  are  taken.  It  has  been  possible  to  confine 
the  golden  nematode  to  a  small  area  of  Long  Island  through  coopera¬ 
tive  Federal-State  control;  however,  a  reduction  in  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  in  this  effort  would  allow  this  insect  to  spread  to  potato  growing 
areas  in  other  parts  of  the  country.  The  golden  nematode  has 
recently  been  discovered  in  Canada,  which  presents  a  new  threat  to 
potato  growers  in  Idaho  and  the  Northwest. 

Crop  losses  from  the  soybean  cyst  nematode  in  1965  exceeded  the 
$3,000,000  loss  estimated  by  growers  in  1964,  and  survej^s  reveal  in¬ 
festations  in  15  new  counties  involving  nearly  100,000  acres.  Until 
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a  nematode  resistant  variety  of  soybean  can  be  developed  and  distrib¬ 
uted,  the  present  control  program  must  be  continued. 

Barberry  is  one  of  the  most  important  sources  of  destructive  stem 
rust  diseases  of  wheat  and  feed  grains.  In  view  of  present  low  supplies 
of  these  important  food  crops  in  this  country,  and  in  view  of  possible 
future  world  food  shortages,  it  is  essential  that  control  of  cereal  rusts 
be  continued  at  least  at  present  levels. 

Phony  peach  and  peach  mosaic  are  a  constant  threat  to  the  growers 
of  peaches  and  other  fruits  in  the  United  States.  Without  adequate 
me  as  mes  to  control  these  diseases,  the  fruit  industry  in  many  areas 
would  be  wiped  out.  Both  Federal  and  State  participation  are  essen¬ 
tial  for  satisfactory  control  programs. 

The  sweetpotato  weevil  is  regarded  as  the  most  important  pest  of 
sweetpotatoes  and  failure  to  control  it  could  result  in  a  complete  loss 
of  the  crop.  Federal  participation  in  its  control  appears  to  be  neces¬ 
sary  in  view  of  the  large  area  of  the  country  infested.  Additional  in¬ 
festations  have  been  found  in  several  States  in  the  past  year  and  in¬ 
creased  concern  has  developed  at  local  levels.  This  control  work 
should  be  kept  at  present  year  levels  to  protect  this  segment  of  agri¬ 
culture  production. 

Witchweed  infestation  is  still  confined  to  35  counties  in  North  and 
South  Carolina.  Some  661  new  infested  properties  covering  17,118 
acres  were  found  in  1965.  The  present  program  should  be  continued 
to  prevent  further  and  possibly  long-distance  spread. 

More  than  18  percent  of  the  country,  including  8  complete  States, 
has  been  certified  brucellosis  free.  Over  88  percent  of  the  Nation’s 
counties  have  achieved  the  modified  brucellosis-free  status.  It  is 
essential  that  eradication  be  completed  in  the  rest  of  the  areas  of  the 
Nation  in  the  shortest  possible  time.  A  reduction  in  Federal  support 
would  not  only  be  unfair  to  States  and  counties  where  the  disease 
has  been  eradicated,  but  it  would  be  a  most  unwise  backward  step, 
which  could  result  in  the  loss  of  funds  previously  invested  in  this  effort. 

According  to  expert  witnesses,  there  have  been  15  new  cases  of 
cattle  scabies  reported  since  the  submission  of  the  1967  budget. 
The  potential  loss  in  meat  production,  and  the  loss  of  gains  made  in 
sheep  and  cattle  scabies  control  to  date,  indicate  the  wisdom  of 
continuing  funds  for  this  purpose  at  the  current  level. 

The  funds  recommended  in  this  bill  also  include  an  increase  of 
$600,000  for  plant  and  animal  quarantine  inspection  at  our  ports 
of  entry.  Half  of  this  amount  is  provided  to  put  USDA  inspectors 
on  the  same  Sunday  overtime  arrangement  as  is  used  for  Customs  and 
Immigration  inspectors  with  whom  they  work  side-by-side.  The 
balance  is  to  meet  the  ever  increasing  threat  to  American  agriculture 
from  imported  insects  and  diseases. 

Nearly  8  million  more  people  entered  the  United  States  during 
fiscal  year  1965  than  during  the  previous  12  months.  Arriving  24 
hours  a  day,  seven  days  a  week,  an  increasing  number  of  these  entries 
are  at  inland  ports  for  ocean-going  vessels  and  interior  airfields,  thus 
increasing  the  hazard  of  quick  spread  of  any  introduced  foreign  pests 
within  the  country. 

Indicative  of  the  scope  of  the  problem  is  the  number  of  plant  pests 
and  prohibited  plant  material  intercepted.  During  fiscal  year  1965, 
over  478,000  interceptions  were  made  at  ports-of-entry — 21%  over 
the  average  of  the  preceding  five-year  period.  More  than  half  of 
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these  interceptions  were  found  in  the  3G.6  million  pieces  of  baggage 
carried  into  the  country  by  186  million  persons  who  entered  the 
country  during  the  year.  The  remainder  was  found,  for  the  most 
part,  in  the  stores  of  planes  and  ships,  in  mail  and  in  commercial 
shipments. 

Air  passenger  traffic,  as  well  as  air  cargo,  continues  on  a  steady 
upward  trend.  The  growing  volume  of  vehicular  traffic  from  Mexico 
and  Central  America  (29  million  vehicles  in  fiscal  1965)  adds  to  the 
risk  of  pest  introduction,  making  it  necessary  to  intensify  efforts  to 
prevent  the  entry  of  dangerous  pests  from  those  countries.  Travel 
to  and  from  Hawaii  and  offshore  islands  continues  to  be  increasingly 
popular,  placing  additional  responsibility  on  the  inspection  force  to 
forestall  the  movement  of  several  notoriously  destructive  pests  to  the 
mainland. 

Recognizing  the  constantly  growing  demand  for  more  Federal 
inspectors,  the  Committee  has  continuously  urged  the  Department  to 
work  with  transportation  companies  to  make  travelers  more  aware  of 
the  dangers  of  bringing  prohibited  products  to  the  United  States  in 
their  baggage.  Much  work  has  been  done  along  this  line,  but  it  is 
apparent  that  even  more  positive  action  must  be  taken  to  meet  the 
increasing  problem  facing  the  country.  The  Committee  recommends 
that  steps  be  taken  by  the  Department  to  (1)  notify  travelers  and 
shippers  of  the  penalties  provided  by  the  law  for  the  violation  of 
restrictions  on  importations  from  abroad,  and  (2)  impose  fines  and 
other  penalties  for  violation  of  such  restrictions. 

The  bill  also  includes  an  additional  $100,000  for  diagnosis,  control, 
and  eradication  of  equine  piroplasmosis  and  infectious  anemia  (swamp 
fever)  of  horses.  These  diseases  pose  a  serious  threat  to  the  nation’s 
horse  industry  of  the  country.  Diagnosis  and  control  must  be  started 
as  soon  as  possible  in  view  of  recent  serious  outbreaks  in  Maryland 
and  Florida  and  the  threat  to  other  areas  of  the  country. 

An  increase  of  $400,000  is  recommended  in  this  appropriation  to 
strengthen  pesticides  regulation  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungi¬ 
cide  and  Rodenticide  Act.  Increased  concern  over  pesticides  and 
pesticide  regulation  makes  it  imperative  that  the  registration  and  en¬ 
forcement  work  under  the  Act  be  expanded.  The  increase  will  pro¬ 
vide  additional  chemical  laboratory  tests  at  Beltsville  and  more  field 
inspection  in  areas  of  high  production,  shipment  and  use  of  chemicals. 

A  proposed  decrease  of  $321,300  has  been  approved,  due  to  the 
elimination  of  1966  non-recurring  screwworm  survey  funds.  This 
survey,  which  is  now  underway  in  Mexico  to  obtain  information  on 
screwworm  infestations  threatening  the  United  States,  will  be  com¬ 
pleted  in  fiscal  year  1966  and  funds  will  not  be  needed  in  fiscal  year 
1967. 

A  serious  threat  to  cotton  production  in  southern  California  from 
the  pink  bollworm  was  discovered  in  the  fall  of  1965.  Also,  a  boll 
weevil  threat  appears  to  be  developing  in  that  area.  The  Department 
is  requested  to  undertake  a  cooperative  program  with  the  State  of 
California  to  keep  this  infestation  from  spreading  to  new  areas  and  to 
eradicate  it  as  rapidly  as  possible.  To  get  such  a  program  underway, 
the  Administrator  should  use  his  contingency  funds  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  meet  the  emergency  aspects  of  the  situation. 

Special  foreign  currency  program. — The  1967  budget  proposes  a 
new  authorization  procedure  for  the  use  of  foreign  currencies,  gener- 
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ated  primarily  under  Public  Law  480,  for  agricultural  research 
abroad.  The  appropriation  language  proposed  in  the  budget  would 
authorize  expenditures  directly  from  foreign  currencies  of  various 
countries  held  by  the  Treasury  in  such  amounts  as  are  authorized 
in  the  annual  appropriation  acts. 

Since  1960,  the  Congress  has  required  that  foreign  currencies  used 
for  this  and  similar  Federal  purposes  be  taken  from  excess  currencies 
owned  by  the  U.S.  Treasury  in  amounts  equivalent  to  dollars  appro¬ 
priated  in  the  annual  appropriation  acts.  In  view  of  this  well  estab¬ 
lished  policy,  the  Committee  has  provided  an  appropriation  of 
$3,000,000  for  this  purpose  next  year  in  lieu  of  the  authorization 
procedure  proposed.  The  amount  recommended  is  the  same  as  was 
appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1966. 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Cooperative  State  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secre- 
tary’s  Memorandum  No.  1462  dated  July  19,  1961,  and  Supplement  1,  ( 
dated  August  30,  1961,  under  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953. 
The  service  carries  out  (1)  administration  of  the  Agricultural  Experi¬ 
ment  Stations  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  (Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended) 
(2)  payments  under  Section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  (3)  grants  to 
nonprofit  institutions  for  support  of  basic  scientific  research  under  the 
act  approved  September  6,  1958,  (4)  grants  for  cooperative  forestry 
research  under  the  act  approved  October  10,  1962,  and  (5)  grants  for 
facilities  under  the  act  of  July  22,  1963. 

An  appropriation  of  $55,227,000  is  recommended  for  this  coopera¬ 
tive  research  program  of  the  Land-Grant  institutions  for  1967.  This 
is  the  same  amount  as  provided  for  FY  1966,  including  a  transfer  of 
$400,000  from  Section  32  funds  for  which  a  direct  appropriation  is 
recommended  for  FY  1967. 

The  1967  budget  proposes  a  reduction  of  $8,245,000  for  payments 
to  the  State  experiment  stations  under  the  Hatch  Act,  together  with  a 
reduction  of  $2,000,000  for  grants  for  construction  of  facilities  at 
research  stations.  As  previously  pointed  out  in  this  report,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  has  restored  these  amounts  to  last  year’s  level.  This  results  a 
in  a  net  restoration  of  $7,487,000  due  to  an  offsetting  decrease  for  | 
research  grants. 

A  full  discussion  of  the  reasons  for  these  restorations  is  contained 
in  earlier  portions  of  this  report  which  stress  the  contributions  made 
to  the  American  economy  by  the  cooperative  research  programs  of  the 
State  Land-Grant  Colleges. 

Representatives  of  the  various  Land-Grant  institutions  presented 
testimony  during  the  Committee  hearings  indicating  the  many  prob¬ 
lems  which  the  proposed  reductions  have  already  created  in  advance 
planning,  maintaining  trained  personnel,  and  carrying  on  a  sustained 
research  program. 

One  prominent  university  official  stated  to  the  Committee: 

Of  very  great  significance  to  the  future  of  our  nation  is  the 
fact  that  our  scientists  who  work  at  the  State  stations  have 
associated  with  them  in  the  conduct  of  their  research  nearly 
10,000  graduate  students.  These  graduate  students  repre¬ 
sent  our  nation’s  supply  of  future  scientists.  *  *  *  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  $8.5  million  proposed  reduction  in  funds  may 
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adversely  affect  support  to  more  than  2,000  graduate  students 
normally  in  the  process  of  completing  contracts  with  the 
State  stations  at  this  time  of  year  for  employment  beginning 
either  on  July  1  or  October  1.  The  consequences  of  the 
pi'oposed  reduction  in  federal  funds  relative  to  support 
for  graduate  students  will  within  the  next  two  or  three 
years  intensify  the  already  critical  manpower  shortage 
with  respect  to  agricultural  scientists. 

The  Dean  of  Agriculture  of  one  of  our  large  universities  made  the 
following  statement: 

If  sustained,  the  proposed  reductions  in  Federal  funds  for 
land-grant  institutions  are  likely  to  have  long-range  conse¬ 
quences  oj  an  undesirable  character  in  addition  to  immediate 
effects  on  production.  *  *  * 

Research  is  not  a  stream  to  be  turned  off  on  a  short  notice 
when  crises  are  solved  or  to  solve  new  ones.  Efficient  solutions 
to  problems,  including  emergency  problems,  increasingly 
rests  upon  fundamental  research.  Results  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  only  if  long-term  governmental  and  institutional 
commitments  are  continued. 

Attention  is  directed  to  similar  testimony  contained  in  Part  5  of 
the  Committee  hearings  from  numerous  expert  witnesses.  Their 
statements,  and  similar  testimony  from  many  members  of  the  House, 
all  support  the  recommendation  of  this  Committee  that  the  funds  for 
the  cooperative  state  research  programs  be  restored  to  the  present 
level. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  was  established  by  the 
act  of  May  8,  1914,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June  26,  1953,  and  the 
act  of  August  11,  1955.  The  legislation  authorizes  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  give,  through  the  land-grant  colleges,  instruction  and 
practical  demonstrations  in  agriculture  and  home  economics  and 
related  subjects  and  to  encourage  the  application  of  such  information 
by  means  of  demonstrations,  publications,  and  otherwise  to  persons 
not  attending  or  resident  in  the  colleges.  Extension  educational  work 
is  also  authorized  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

State  and  county  extension  work  is  financed  from  Federal,  State, 
county,  and  local  sources.  These  funds  are  used  within  the  States 
for  the  employment  of  county  agents,  home  demonstration  agents, 
4-H  Club  agents,  State  specialists,  and  others  who  conduct  the  joint 
educational  programs  adopted  to  local  problems  and  conditions. 

The  Federal  Extension  Service  provides  for  leadership,  counsel  and 
assistance  to  the  50  States  and  Puerto  Rico.  This  staff,  which  is 
located  primarily  in  Washington,  serves  as  liaison  between  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  States,  provides  leadership  and  assistance 
to  the  States  in  the  conduct  of  the  program,  and  provides  leadership 
in  and  coordination  of  the  educational  phases  of  all  programs  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department. 

The  Committee  recommends  $89,824,000  for  fiscal  year  1967  for 
the  various  programs  of  this  agency.  This  is  an  increase  of  $689,000 
in  appropriations  for  FY  1966  and  a  decrease  of  $400,000  in  the  budget 
estimate. 
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For  payments  to  states  under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  the  full  budget 
estimate  of  $75,917,500  is  provided.  Also,  the  budget  request  of 
$8,139,500  is  recommended  for  retirement  and  employees’  compensa¬ 
tion  costs  for  extension  agents,  and  the  estimate  of  $3,113,000  for 
penalty  mail  costs  is  included  in  the  bill. 

The  budget  proposal  to  shift  $10,000,000  from  the  formula  provisions 
of  Sections  3(c)  of  the  Smith-Lever  Act  to  non-formula  distribution 
under  Section  3(d)  of  that  Act  is  not  approved.  Tne  language  of 
the  bill  provides  that  the  full  amount  included  for  payments  to  states, 
other  than  $1,570,000  for  cooperative  marketing  work,  shall  be  dis¬ 
tributed  under  the  existing  formula  provisions  of  the  Smith-Lever  Act. 

As  stated  earlier,  the  proposed  shift  in  funds  would  have  seriously 
affected  the  regular  continuing  extension  activities  at  the  State  and 
county  level  and  would  have  adversely  affected  the  long-range  conti¬ 
nuity  and  effectiveness  of  the  county  agent  system. 

A  large  proportion  of  House  members  and  public  witnesses  appearing 
before  the  Committee  this  year  presented  statements  in  opposition 
to  the  transfer  proposed  by  the  budget.  The  Director  of  the  Exten¬ 
sion  Service  in  one  of  our  important  agricultural  States  summarized 
the  need  for  the  retention  of  these  funds  under  Section  3(c)  as  follows: 

The  fundamental  concept  of  the  Cooperative  Extension 
Service  is  that  it  be  a  joint  cooperative  effort  supported  by 
federal,  state  and  county  or  parish  levels  of  government  but 
with  the  primary  program  and  administrative  responsibilities 
located  at  the  Land-Grant  University  and  the  county  or  local 
level  of  government.  Since  the  passage  of  the  Smith-Lever 
Act  the  federal  portion  of  the  budget  for  the  Cooperative  Ex¬ 
tension  Service  Program  within  the  states  has  been  distrib¬ 
uted  to  the  individual  states  according  to  a  formula  set  by 
Congress.  *  *  *  The  flexibility  permitted  the  states  by  this 
formula  method  of  distribution  of  funds  has  permitted  the 
individual  counties  and  states  to  develop  highly  effective  and 
productive  programs  that  best  meet  the  most  pressing  needs 
of  the  individual  community  and  state.  *  *  *  It  has  like¬ 
wise  been  a  key  factor  in  permitting  the  development  of  the 
volunteer  leadership  that  has  been  so  invaluable  and  produc¬ 
tive  in  carrying  out  Extension  programs. 

FARMER  COOPERATIVE  SERVICE 

The  Farmer  Cooperative  Service  was  established  following  the 
enactment  of  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1953  (Public  Law  202,  Aug.  6, 
1953),  which  transferred  the  research  and  technical  assistance  work  for 
farmers’  marketing,  purchasing,  and  service  cooperatives,  under  the 
Cooperative  Marketing  Act  of  1926  from  the  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  Service  conducts  research,  advisory,  and  educational  work  with 
cooperatives  on  problems  of  organization,  financing,  management 
policies,  merchandising,  costs,  efficiency,  and  membership  to  help 
farmers  who  are  members  of  such  organizations  improve  the  operations 
of  their  business.  It  cooperates  with  the  Extension  Service,  land- 
grant  colleges,  banks  for  cooperatives,  State  departments  of  agricul¬ 
ture,  and  other  agencies  to  bring  about  better  understanding  and 
application  of  sound  cooperative  principles  and  practices.  It  also 
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advises  other  Federal  agencies  on  problems  relating  to  agricultural 
cooperatives. 

The  budget  estimate  of  $1,175,000  is  recommended  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  The  increase  of  $8,000  is  provided  to  cover  additional  pay 
costs  in  FY  1967  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  was  established  by  the  act  of  April 
27,  1935.  It  assists  soil  conservation  districts  and  other  cooperators, 
watershed  groups,  and  Federal  and  State  agencies  having  related 
responsibilities  in  bringing  about  physical  adjustments  in  land  use 
that  will  conserve  soil  and  water  resources,  provide  for  agricultural 
production  on  a  sustained  basis,  and  reduce  damage  by  floods  and 
sedimentation.  Its  major  programs  are  as  follows: 

Conservation  operations:  The  Service  provides  technical  help 
to  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  50  States,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  in  carrying  out  locally  adapted  soil  and  water 
conservation  programs. 

Watershed  planning:  The  Service  has  general  responsibility  for 
making  investigations  and  surveys  of  proposed  watershed  projects 
in  response  to  requests  from  sponsoring  local  organizations  and 
for  assistance  in  the  development  of  watershed  work  plans. 

Watershed  protection:  The  Service  has  general  responsibility 
for  administration  of  the  watershed  protection  program  of  the 
Department,  established  by  Public  Law  566,  83d  Congress,  and 
the  development  of  its  guiding  principles  and  procedures. 

Flood  prevention:  The  Service  has  general  responsibility  for 
administration  of  the  flood  prevention  program,  and  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  Department’s  guiding  principles  and  procedures. 
The  program  is  conducted  in  the  11  major  watersheds  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944. 

Great  Plains  conservation:  The  Service  has  general  responsi¬ 
bility  for  administration  of  the  Great  Plains  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  authorized  by  Public  Law  1021,  84th  Congress.  This 
program  provides  for  long-term  cost  sharing  under  contracts  with 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  designated  countries  of  the  .10  Great 
Plains  States. 

Resource  conservation  and  development  activities:  The  Service 
has  general  responsibility  under  provisions  of  section  102,  title  I 
of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  for  developing  overall 
work  plans  for  resource  conservation  and  development  projects 
in  cooperation  with  local  sponsors;  to  help  develop  local  programs 
of  land  conservation  and  utilization;  to  assist  local  groups  and 
individuals  in  carrying  out  such  plans  and  programs;  to  conduct 
surveys  and  investigations  relating  to  the  conditions  and  factors 
affecting  such  work  on  private  lands;  and  to  make  loans  to  project 
sponsors  for  conservation  and  development  purposes  and  to  indi¬ 
vidual  operators  for  establishing  soil  and  water  conservation 
practices. 

Conservation  operations.- — An  appropriation  of  $109,235,000  is 
recommended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  for  technical  assistance  to 
soil  conservation  districts,  communities  and  other  cooperatives,  and 
for  related  activities.  The  amount  approved  is  an  increase  of  $433,000 
in  the  1966  appropriation  and  is  $215,000  over  the  budget  estimate. 
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An  increase  of  $807,000  is  included  to  cover  pay  costs  in  fiscal  year 
1967  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 

The  sum  recommended  includes  $515,000  to  provide  staff  assistance 
for  an  additional  18  districts  which  are  expected  to  be  organized  in 
fiscal  year  1967.  Congress  has  encouraged  the  formation  of  new 
districts  to  expand  soil  conservation  work  to  every  area  of  the  nation. 
The  provision  of  adequate  funds  to  meet  their  needs  in  the  early  stages 
of  their  development  is  important  to  their  successful  operation. 

The  regular  assistance  to  exsiting  districts  should  be  continued  in 
the  coming  year  and  the  number  of  technicians  in  predominantly 
agricultural  areas  should  not  be  reduced  to  provide  assistance  to  the 
new  recreational  type  of  programs. 

An  additional  $750,000  is  provided  for  technical  assistance  in  the 
Appalachian  Region.  In  addition  to  the  expanded  assistance  specifi¬ 
cally  provided  for  this  region  by  these  funds,  the  services  of  the  regular 
soil  conservation  technicians  are  available  to  meet  the  soil  conservation 
needs  in  this  area  in  the  same  way  and  on  the  same  basis  as  they  are 
provided  to  all  other  regions  of  the  nation.  The  appropriation  recom¬ 
mended  also  includes  $51,000  for  continuing  the  operation  of  a  new 
plant  materials  center  in  Appalachia  which  provides  seed  and  plants 
used  for  soil  and  water  conservation  purposes  in  the  area. 

The  1967  budget  proposes  a  reduction  of  $3,600,000  for  soil  surveys 
needed  for  planning  and  technical  assistance  to  conservation  district 
cooperators.  In  view  of  the  need  to  continue  field  mapping  and  publi¬ 
cation  of  soil  surveys  as  a  basis  for  effective  soil  and  water  conservation 
activities,  the  Committee  recommends  the  restoration  of  $2,000,000 
of  the  proposed  reduction. 

A  decrease  of  $90,000  has  been  made  to  adjust  the  appropriation  by 
the  amount  of  unauthorized  transfers  made  during  the  present  fiscal 
year  to  the  Rural  Community  Development  Service  ($78,000)  and 
the  National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber  ($12,000). 
This  action  is  in  line  with  a  similar  adjustment  discussed  more  fully 
under  the  Agricultural  Research  Service. 

Watershed  programs. — The  watershed  improvement  programs  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  were  initiated  by  the  authorization  of 
planning  and  works  of  improvement  on  the  original  11  major  water¬ 
sheds  covered  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  In  1953,  this 
Committee  provided  $5,000,000  in  the  1954  Appropriation  Act, 
without  a  prior  budget  estimate,  to  authorize  62  small  “pilot”  water¬ 
shed  projects  to  promote  national  interest  in  small  upstream  watershed 
control.  These  pilot  projects  were  a  tremendous  success.  The 
following  year,  Congress  enacted  Public  Law  566,  83d  Congress, 
which  placed  this  program  on  a  permanent  basis.  Also,  under 
authority  of  Section  8  of  this  same  Act  (as  amended)  loans  to  local 
organizations  were  authorized  to  help  defray  a  portion  of  the  local 
share  of  the  cost  of  watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention  projects. 
These  programs  are  now  financed  through  two  appropriations  included 
in  this  bili  for  P.L.  566  projects  designated  as  “Watershed  Planning” 
and  “Watershed  Protection”,  and  through  a  separate  appropriation, 
“Flood  Prevention”,  which  covers  the  11  original  major  watersheds. 

For  the  watershed  planning  program,  the  Committee  recommends 
$6,142,000  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  an  increase  of  $289,000  over  the 
appropriation  for  FY  1966.  The  amount  provided  includes  an 
increase  of  $29,000  for  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 
It  also  includes  $260,000  for  watershed  work  plans  in  the  Appalachian 
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Region.  In  addition,  planning  assistance  is  available  as  needed  in 
Appalachia  from  the  regular  planning  activities  of  this  agency. 

The  budget  proposes  to  reduce  the  number  of  new  planning  starts 
from  100  authorized  for  the  current  fiscal  year  to  50  for  FY  1967. 
Of  this  number,  it  is  proposed  to  allocate  10  to  the  Appalachian  area, 
which  would  leave  40  for  the  rest  of  the  Nation— less  than  one  per 
State. 

The  Committee  does  not  agree  with  the  proposed  cut  in  new  planning 
starts.  In  view  of  the  large  number  of  applications  for  planning 
received  to  date  and  still  waiting  for  planning  action,  it  believes  that 
the  limitation  on  new  starts  should  be  restored  to  at  least  this  year’s 
level  of  100.  Figures  provided  by  the  Department  show  that  an 
estimated  total  of  2540  applications  will  have  been  received  by  next 
June  30,  with  1059  still  waiting  for  planning  to  be  started.  As  of  last 
June  30,  there  were  941  applications  which  had  been  approved  for 
planning  but  upon  which  no  work  had  been  started. 

An  appropriation  of  $67,020,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  watershed 
)  protection  projects  under  Pulbic  Law  566  and  the  original  pilot 
program.  This  is  an  increase  of  $689,000  in  the  FY  1966  appro¬ 
priation  and  is  $461,000  above  the  1967  budget.  An  increase  of 
$1,000,000  is  included  to  accelerate  river  basin  surveys  and  investi¬ 
gations,  and  $225,000  additional  is  provided  to  meet  pay  costs  pursuant 
to  Public  Law  89-301.  These  are  partially  offset  by  a  decrease  of 
$36,000  due  to  completion  of  all  but  one  of  the  original  pilot  projects, 
and  a  budgeted  decrease  of  $500,000  for  watershed  protection  loans. 

The  budget  proposes  to  reduce  the  funds  for  installation  of  works 
of  improvement  in  Public  Law  566  watershed  projects  by  $1,444,600. 
It  also  proposes  to  cut  the  number  of  new  construction  starts  from 
80  in  the  present  year  to  35  next  year.  Of  the  35,  seven  are  allocated 
to  the  Appalachian  Region,  leaving  only  28  new  construction  starts 
in  the  rest  of  the  country  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  The  Committee 
has  restored  the  proposed  reduction  in  funds  and  proposes  that 
construction  starts  be  restored  at  least  to  the  present  level  of  80.  With 
regard  to  the  Metropolitan  Water  Management  project  in  the  Ten- 
nessee-Mississippi  area,  such  project  shall  include  the  Big  Hatchie 
watershed  in  Tennessee  and  Mississippi  in  cooperation  with  the 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

This  action  is  taken  in  view  of  the  need  for  additional  protection  of 
our  soil  and  water  resources.  It  is  also  based  on  the  constant  increase 
in  demand  for  this  program  and  large  number  of  small  watershed 
projects  which  have  been  and  are  still  awaiting  construction.  The 
following  tabulation  shows  the  status  of  projects  under  this  program: 


1965  Actual 

1966  estimate 

1967  estimate 

Projects  approved  for  operations: 

Uncompleted  projects  at  beginning  of  year . . . . - 

503 

552 

627 

Projects  approved  during  year _ _ _ _ 

66 

105 

120 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

569 

657 

747 

Uncompleted  projects  (cumulative)  at  end  of  year . . 

552 

627 

707 

Projects  completed  (cumulative)..  _ 

83 

113 

153 

Total  projects  approved  (cumulative) _ 

635 

740 

860 

It  will  be  noted  from  the  above  figures  that  the  number  of  uncom¬ 
pleted  projects  which  have  been  approved  for  construction  is  expected 

H.  Kept.  1446,  89-2- 
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to  increase  from  503  on  June  30,  1965,  to  552  on  June  30,  1966,  and 
to  627  on  June  30,  1967.  It  will  also  be  noted  that  the  number  of 
new  projects  approved  is  expected  to  increase  from  66  in  1965,  to 
105  in  1966,  and  to  120  in  1967. 

The  full  budget  of  $25,654,000  is  recommended  for  the  flood  pre¬ 
vention  watershed  program  for  FY  1967.  The  increase  of  $83,000  is 
provided  to  meet  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301.  The 
following  table  summarizes  the  status  of  flood  prevention  projects: 


[Dollars  in  thousands] 


Watershed 

Estimated 
total 
Federal 
cost 1 

Total 
obligated, 
June  30, 
1965  2 

Estimated 
percent 
completed, 
June  30, 
1965 

Estimated 
obligations, 
fiscal  year 
1966 

Estimated 
obligations, 
fiscal  year 
1967 

Balance 
required  to 
complete 
after  1967 

$4, 615 
34, 957 

$4, 615 
18.  446 

100 

Colorado  (middle),  Texas.  .. 
Coosa,  Georgia,  and  Ten- 

53 

$1, 809 

$2, 017 

$12, 685 

nessee - - 

Little  Sioux,  Iowa  and  Min- 

12, 693 

9, 803 

77 

1,059 

1,204 

627 

nesota _  _ _ 

Little  Tallahatchie,  Missis- 

33,  513 

16, 284 

49 

1,591 

1, 210 

14, 428 

sippi _ _  _ _  ___ 

20,  730 

14,  573 

70 

1,641 

1, 919 

2,597 

Los  Angeles,  California . 

Potomac,  Pennsylvania, 
Maryland,  Virginia,  and 

48, 435 

21, 218 

44 

2, 451 

2,081 

22,  685 

West  Virginia _ _ 

31, 550 

12,  574 

40 

2,689 

2,906 

13,  381 

Santa  Ynez,  California . 

10, 718 

5,841 

54 

532 

473 

3,  872 

Trinity,  Texas... _  ..  _.. 

Washita,  Oklahoma  and 

92,  601 

45,  044 

49 

4,243 

4,336 

38, 978 

Texas _ _ 

74.  951 

50,  541 

67 

5,  274 

4. 132 

15,004 

Yazoo,  Mississippi _ 

57,  637 

32, 479 

56 

4,729 

4,  876 

15, 553 

Total.  _  ... 

422, 400 

231, 418 

55 

26, 018 

25, 154 

139, 810 

1  Based  on  1960  prices. 

2  Does  not  include  loans  or  emergencies. 


In  connection  with  the  problem  of  enlarging  and  improving  the 
channel  of  the  San  Miguelito  Ditch  in  the  Santa  Ynez  watershed, 
California,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  should  review  the  situation 
to  determine  if  such  channel  work  is  necessary  to  the  development  of 
the  project. 

Great  Plains  conservation  program. — The  budget  request  of 
$16,112,000  is  provided  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  an  increase  of 
$30,000  to  cover  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 

Much  of  the  Great  Plains  area  is  suited  to  production  of  cultivated 
crops  when  needed  conservation  measures  are  properly  applied. 
There  are,  however,  some  11  to  14  million  acres  of  land  in  cultivation 
that  are  not  suited  to  such  use  due  to  soil  type,  topography,  and  low 
rainfall.  Concentrated  efforts  are  being  made  under  this  program 
through  technical  and  cost-sharing  assistance  to  help  landowners 
and  operators  make  needed  land-use  changes.  Soil  surveys  are  used 
to  get  the  needed  land  facts.  Progress  is  being  made  by  program 
participants  in  getting  land  unsuited  for  cultivation  converted  to 
permanent  vegetative  cover,  and  to  reseed  denuded  rangelands. 

Cost-share  contracts  as  of  June  30,  1965  covered  5,880,234  acres 
which  were  being  used  as  cropland  at  the  time  the  contracts  were 
signed.  The  plans  of  operation  developed  and  made  a  part  of  the 
contracts  provided  for  the  conversion  of  1,299,56S  of  these  acres 
(about  22.7%)  to  permanently  vegetated  rangeland  or  other  non-crop 
uses^.  The  percentage  of  cropland  conversions  ranged  from  10.0% 
in  Kansas  to  31.8%  in  South  Dakota.  During  the  fiscal  year  1965, 
farmers  and  ranchers  actually  completed  the  establishment  of  164,340 
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acres  of  permanent  vegetative  cover  and  reseeded  96,026  acres  of 
deteriorating  rangeland  for  which  they  received  assistance  under  their 
cost-sharing  contracts. 

Resource  conservation  and  development. — This  new  program,  which 
was  authorized  by  section  102  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962 
(Public  Law  87-703),  provides  for  technical  assistance  in  planning 
and  carrying  out  land  conservation  and  land  utilization  projects  in 
selected  areas.  Although  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  responsible 
for  administering  the  work  of  this  program,  it  is  carried  on  coopera¬ 
tively  with  other  Federal  agencies  and  departments,  State  and  local 
agencies,  and  sponsoring  organizations.  Other  agencies  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  share  in  the  work  of  these  projects  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  their  regularly  assigned  functions.  Governing  bodies  of 
soil  conservation  districts,  in  cooperation  with  other  interested  com¬ 
mittees  or  groups,  are  expected  to  provide  local  project  sponsorship. 
These  projects  will  usually  be  in  areas  where  acceleration  of  conser¬ 
vation  activities  is  required  to  provide  additional  economic  oppor- 
)  trinities  to  the  residents  of  a  single  district,  or  parts  of  several  adjoin¬ 
ing  districts,  or  other  geographic  planning  units  within  a  land  resource 
area. 

The  1966  appropriation  of  $4,347,000  is  recommended  again  for 
1967.  With  the  budget  proposal  to  reduce  project  investigations  and 
planning  by  $305,000  and  loans  and  related  expense  by  $1,000,000 
during  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  appropriation  recommended  will 
permit  an  increase  of  $1,275,000  for  resource  development  and  tech¬ 
nical  services  and  $30,000  additional  for  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  89-301. 

The  increase  for  resource  development  and  technical  services, 
together  with  funds  expected  to  be  carried  forward  from  prior-year 
appropriations,  will  provide  additional  support  for  the  10  projects 
authorized  for  1966.  In  addition,  it  will  provide  approximately 
$500,000  for  the  5  additional  projects  proposed  for  1967. 

ECONOMIC  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

The  Economic  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No.  1446,  Supplement  No.  1,  of  April  3,  1961,  under 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  The 
Service  develops  and  carries  out  a  program  of  economic  research 
designed  to  benefit  farmers  and  the  general  public.  The  findings  of 
this  research  are  made  available  to  farmers  and  others  through  research 
reports  and  through  economic  outlook  and  situation  reports  on  major 
commodities,  the  national  economy,  and  the  international  economy. 

An  appropriation  of  $12,032,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  the  next 
fiscal  year.  This  is  an  increase  of  $250,000  in  the  funds  provided  for 
FY  1966  and  is  a  decrease  of  $515,000  in  the  budget  request. 

An  additional  $200,000  is  provided  for  economic  research  in  the 
Appalachian  Region,  which  can  be  supplemented  by  the  regular 
research  program  of  this  agency  to  the  extent  needed.  An  increase 
of  $154,000  is  included  for  research  on  water  management  and  use  in 
agriculture,  and  $96,000  is  approved  for  pay  act  costs  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  89-301.  These  increases  are  partially  offset  by  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $200,000  provided  last  year  for  a  study  of  the  food  industry 
which  will  be  completed  in  FY  1966. 

The  need  for  expanded  research  on  water  management  and  use  is 
reflected  in  the  recommendation  of  the  Federal  Council  for  Science 
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and  Technology  that  Federal  research  he  increased  in  all  phases  of 
water  management.  The  Council  especially  cited  the  need  for  expand¬ 
ed  research  on  economic  aspects,  which  they  considered  to  be  the 
major  deficiency  in  current  programs.  Cooperation  of  State  experi¬ 
ment  stations  and  State  water  resource  institutes  is  expected  in  these 
studies. 

STATISTICAL  REPORTING  SERVICE 

The  Statistical  Reporting  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No.  1446,  Supplement  1,  of  April  3,  1961,  under  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  and  other  authorities.  The  Service 
was  created  to  give  coordinated  leadership  to  the  statistical  reporting 
research  and  service  programs  of  the  Department.  It  provides  a 
channel  for  the  orderly  flow  of  statistical  intelligence  about  the  agri¬ 
cultural  economy  of  this  country.  The  primary  responsibilities  of 
this  Service  are  the  nationwide  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  co¬ 
ordination  and  improvement  in  the  Departments  statistical  require¬ 
ments,  and  special  surveys  of  market  potentials  for  agricultural 
products. 

The  bill  includes  an  appropriation  of  $13,272,000  for  the  programs 
of  this  service  in  FY  1967.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $795,000  in  the 
1966  appropriation  and  is  $162,000  below  the  1967  budget  estimate. 

An  additional  $116,000  has  been  approved  for  expansion  of  the 
long-range  program  for  improving  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  which 
was  initiated  four  years  ago  to  increase  the  accuracy  and  depend¬ 
ability  of  these  estimates  in  view  of  their  extreme  value  to  those 
engaged  in  agriculture.  An  increase  of  $350,000  is  included  for  im¬ 
proved  data  collection  on  farm  employment  and  farm  wage  rates. 
Recent  changes  in  farm  labor  use,  supply  and  costs  make  it  impera¬ 
tive  that  additional  data  be  developed  to  guide  farmers  in  meeting 
this  problem.  Also,  $86,000  has  been  added  to  cover  pay  act  costs 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 

These  increases  are  more  than  offset  by  decreases,  including  reduc¬ 
tions  of  $150,000  resulting  from  management  improvements,  and 
$1,197,000  provided  last  year  for  a  large-scale  computer  which  will 
be  purchased  and  installed  during  the  present  year,  and  for  which 
funds  will  not  be  needed  in  the  coming  year. 

CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE 

The  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service,  formerly  called  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Service,  was  established  November  2,  1953,  under 
authority  of  section  161,  Revised  Statutes,  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
of  1953  and  other  authorities.  The  Service  carries  on  the  following 
principal  programs: 

Consumer  protective,  marketing  and  regulatory  programs: 
These  activities  contribute  to  the  efficient  and  orderly  marketing 
of  agricultural  commodities.  They  include  the  Market  News 
Service;  meat  and  poultry  inspection;  other  inspection,  grading, 
classing  and  standardization  services;  and  regulatory  activities 
such  as  the  Federal  Seed  Act,  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,* 
U.S.  Warehouse  Act,  Standard  Container  Act,  and  others. 


‘Separate  appropriation  recommended  for  FY  1967. 
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Payments  to  States:  The  Service  administers  the  matched 
fund  program  for  marketing  activities  carried  out  through 
cooperative  arrangements  with  State  departments  of  agriculture, 
bureaus  of  markets,  and  similar  State  agencies. 

Special  milk  program:  Assistance  is  provided  to  States  for 
making  reimbursement  payments  to  eligible  schools  and  child¬ 
care  institutions  which  inaugurate  or  expand  milk  service  in 
order  to  increase  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children. 

School  lunch  program:  Federal  assistance  is  provided  to  States, 
Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam  for  use  in  serving  nutri¬ 
tious  midday  meals  to  children  attending  schools  of  high  school 
grades  or  under  in  order  to  improve  the  health  and  well-being 
of  the  Nation’s  children,  and  broaden  the  market  for  agricultural 
food  commodities. 

Removal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  marketing 
agreements  and  orders:  These  activities  directly  or  indirectly 
tend  to  maintain  prices  received  by  farmers  and  establish  and 
maintain  orderly  marketing  conditions  through  (a)  removing 
from  the  market  surplus  agricultural  commodities  through  pur¬ 
chase  and  donation  to  eligible  recipients,  export  and  diversion 
payments;  distribution  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  do¬ 
nated  commodities  to  eligible  outlets  authorized  under  section 
416;  and  cooperation  with  the  food  trade  and  others  to  encourage 
consumption  of  abundant  foods;  (b)  formulation  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  marketing  agreements  and  orders. 

Food  Stamp  Program:  This  program  is  authorized  by  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1964  (P.L.  88-525,  approved  August  31,  1964). 
It  is  aimed  at  making  more  effective  use  of  the  Nation’s  food 
abundance  and  at  improving  nutritional  standards  of  needy  per¬ 
sons  through  the  issuance  of  food  coupons  which  may  be  used  in 
retail  stores  for  the  purchase  of  commercial  brand  foods. 

Consumer  protective,  marketing  and  regulatory  programs. — For  the 
coming  year,  an  appropriation  of  $82,757,000  is  recommended  for  this 
purpose.  This  is  an  increase  of  $5,103,000  over  funds  authorized  for 
FY  1966  and  is  a  reduction  of  $904,000  in  the  budget  request. 

An  increase  of  $3,000,000  is  recommended  for  meat  inspection  and 
an  additional  $1,000,000  is  proposed  for  poultry  inspection.  This  will 
provide  about  275  additional  meat  inspectors  and  85  additional  poultry 
inspectors  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  Due  to  the  continuing  movement 
away  from  large  packing  plants  in  major  centers,  the  number  of  meat 
packing  and  processing  plants  requiring  inspection  continues  to  in¬ 
crease.  The  following  figures  indicate  this  continuous  upward  trend 
for  meat  inspection: 


1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

Estimate, 

1966 

Number  of  establishments  under  inspec¬ 
tion  on  June  30 _  _  _ 

1,611 

1,590 

1,679 

1,775 

2,100 

Number  of  cities  and  towns  in  which 
establishments  located  on  June  30 _ 

623 

672 

702 

743 

777 

Also,  increased  consumption  of  poultry  due  to  population  expansion, 
and  a  standard  of  living  which  permits  a  per  capita  increase  in  con¬ 
sumption,  is  resulting  in  an  ever  increasing  volume  to  be  inspected. 
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The  following  figures  indicate  the  continuous  upward  trend  in  work¬ 
load  for  poultry  inspection: 


1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

(estimate) 

1967 

(estimate) 

Million  pounds  inspected  (live  weight) - 

Number  of  operating  lines  under  inspec- 

9,936 

10,741 

11,310 

12,500 

13, 250 

tion  as  of  J une  30.  _  - 

1,287 

1,284 

1,326 

1,394 

1,428 

Number  of  approved  plants  as  of  June  30.. 

966 

972 

994 

999 

1,004 

An  additional  $613,000  is  included  to  provide  for  cotton  micronaire 
readings  as  a  part  of  cotton  classing.  On  June  1 , 1966,  the  Department 
amended  the  cotton  standards  to  require  micronaire  readings  of  fiber 
fineness  and  maturity  as  a  part  of  classing,  in  addition  to  the  tra¬ 
ditional  grade  and  staple  determinations.  It  is  estimated  that  about 
12  million  samples  will  be  tested  in  the  coming  year,*  at  an  average 
cost  of  5  cents  per  sample. 

A  budget  estimate  of  $570,000  is  approved  for  pay  act  costs  pur¬ 
suant  to  Public  Law  89-301.  This  is  partially  offset  by  a  reduction 
of  $80,000  for  unauthorized  transfers  made  during  the  current  year 
to  the  Rural  Community  Development  Service  ($58,000)  and  the 
National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber  ($22,000),  as 
discussed  earlier  for  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  and  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service. 

For  a  number  of  years,  the  Committee  has  believed  that  the  enforce¬ 
ment  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  could  be  handled  more  effec¬ 
tively  by  a  separate  unit  located  directly  under  the  Secretary’s  office. 
In  its  report  on  the  1964  appropriation  bill,  the  Committee  called  on 
the  Secretary  to  take  such  action.  This  position  had  been  concurred 
in  also  by  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee.  In  view  of  present 
problems  facing  the  meat  industry,  and  in  view  of  the  increasing  need 
for  the  Department  to  assure  free,  open,  and  fair  competition  and  fair 
practices  in  the  marketing  of  livestock  and  poultry,  the  Committee 
feels  that  this  change  can  no  longer  be  deferred.  Accordingly,  it  has 
transferred  the  funds  totaling  $2,400,000  for  operation  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act  from  this  appropriation  to  a  separate  heading 
later  in  this  bill.  With  this  transfer,  it  again  urges  the  Secretary  to 
place  this  unit  under  his  direct  supervision  in  the  same  way  that  the 
Commodity  Exchange  Authority  is  located. 

Payments  to  States  and  possessions. — Federal  payments,  authorized 
by  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946,  are  made 
under  cooperative  agreements  between  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  State  Departments  of  Agriculture,  Bureau  of  Markets,  and 
similar  State  agencies  for  the  conduct  of  eligible  marketing  service 
activities  on  a  matching  fund  basis.  The  States  contribute  at  least 
half  of  the  cost  and  perform  the  work  with  State  personnel. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $1,750,000  is  recommended  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year,  the  same  amount  as  provided  for  fiscal  year  1966. 

Special  milk  program. — The  special  milk  program  is  aimed  pri¬ 
marily  at  increasing  the  consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children.  Non¬ 
profit  schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  all  nonprofit  summer 
camps,  and  child-care  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of 
children,  are  eligible  to  participate  in  the  program. 
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The  proposal  to  reduce  this  program  from  $103,000,000  in  FY  1966 
to  $21,000,000  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  is  one  of  the  most  drastic 
reductions  presented  to  the  Committee  in  the  1967  budget.  If 
approved,  it  would  deny  supplemental  milk  to  about  80  percent  of  the 
school  children  now  receiving  such  milk.  In  addition,  the  proposal 
to  limit  the  program  to  needy  children  would  place  a  stigma  on  those 
children  to  receive  milk  next  year,  which  could  substantially  reduce 
the  number  of  children  who  would  participate. 

The  benefits  of  this  program  to  the  health  and  dietary  habits  of 
school  children  of  this  Nation  are  well  recognized.  Many  witnesses 
have  testified  to  the  benefits  to  school  attendance  and  an  improved 
approach  to  learning  by  students  receiving  this  milk  free  or  at  reduced 
prices. 

The  program  has  been  so  successful  that  it  has  been  adopted  in  many 
other  countries  of  the  world.  Large  quantities  of  dried  milk  have 
been  shipped  abroad  under  our  food-for-peace  program  for  use  in  the 
schools  of  countries  to  which  we  are  supplying  aid  and  assistance. 
Further,  as  pointed  out  earlier,  the  number  of  young  people  turned 
down  for  military  service  due  to  physical  defects  resulting  from  nutri¬ 
tional  deficiencies  indicates  the  importance  of  continuing  programs 
which  contribute  to  the  health  and  welfare  of  our  school  children. 

The  Committee  has  restored  the  proposed  budget  cut  by  providing 
a  direct  appropriation  of  $50,000,000  and  by  directing  the  transfer  of 
$53,000,000  from  Section  32  funds.  The  latest  available  data  on  the 
status  of  Section  32  funds  indicates  that  this  transfer  can  be  made 
without  impairing  the  Department’s  ability  to  meet  the  primary 
purposes  for  which  this  fund  was  created. 

School  lunch  program. — The  budget  proposes  a  reduction  of  $19,000,- 
000  in  this  program — from  $157,000,000  in  FY  1966  to  $138,000,000 
for  FY  1967.  If  approved,  this  would  mean  an  average  Federal 
reimbursement  of  4  cents  per  meal  in  lieu  of  the  standard  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  5  cents  per  meal  which  has  been  used  in  recent  years  to 
determine  appropriation  levels. 

The  budget  proposal  would  reduce  the  funds  for  commodity  pur¬ 
chases  under  Section  6  of  the  School  Lunch  Act  by  $14,325,000  and 
would  limit  such  purchases  to  the  $45,000,000  transfer  from  Section  32 
funds.  Section  6  funds  have  been  used  to  purchase  foods  for  dis¬ 
tribution  to  schools  participating  in  the  program  to  provide  well 
balanced  and  nutritional  meals.  This  has  proved  to  be  a  valuable 
feature  of  the  program  and  has  provided  high  quality  foods  at  lower 
prices  than  obtainable  through  small  quantity  purchases  in  local 
communities.  This  feature  of  the  program  will  be  even  more  valuable 
in  the  future  as  the  supply  of  commodities  decreases  and  prices  increase 
accordingly. 

Through  the  years,  the  School  Lunch  Program  has  contributed 
much  to  the  welfare  of  all  our  people.  It  has  been  of  great  value  to 
our  educational  system  throughout  the  United  States.  Along  with 
the  special  milk  program,  it  has  contributed  significantly  to  the  health 
of  our  school  children.  It  has  taught  them  proper  eating  habits  and 
has  improved  their  school  attendance  and  study  habits.  It  has 
provided  the  only  balanced  meal  that  some  children  receive  each  day. 
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The  representative  of  a  national  organization  of  parents  expressed 
it  to  the  Committee  as  follows: 

The  first  children  who  participated  in  the  School  Lunch 
program  are  now  young  adults — inches  taller,  perhaps  even 
wiser,  than  the  preceding  generation.  Those  first,  “gradu¬ 
ates”  of  the  School  Lunch  program  are  now  serving  their 
country  in  one  way  or  another,  as  the  beneficiaries  of  the 
best  physical  and  mental  preparation  ever  provided  any 
generation  of  Americans.  A  vital  part  of  their  physical 
preparation  has  been,  we  are  convinced,  providing  balanced 
noon-time  meals  during  their  school  years,  a  crucial  time  of 
growth.  Nor  has  the  School  Lunch  program,  in  providing 
those  school-day  meals,  been  selective  as  to  which  children 
should  benefit  most,  or  least.  Like  our  public  school  system 
itself,  this  program  has  been  made  available  to  all  school 
children. 

As  a  major  part  of  our  international  programs,  we  are  doing  more 
and  more  to  help  feed  a  hungry  world.  We  are  sending  food  abroad 
through  Public  Law  480,  and  we  are  making  foreign  currencies 
generated  thereunder  available  in  the  recipient  countries  for  programs 
of  public  assistance.  As  a  part  of  our  AID  program,  we  are  estab¬ 
lishing  school  lunch  programs  in  many  of  these  countries,  patterned 
after  the  program  in  the  United  States. 

Believing  that  we  cannot  reduce  the  benefits  of  this  program  to 
our  own  school  children  at  a  time  when  we  are  planning  to  feed 
increasing  numbers  of  people  abroad,  the  Committee  has  restored 
the  funds  for  this  program  to  the  current  year’s  level  of  $157,000,000, 
plus  the  transfer  of  $45,000,000  from  Section  32  funds.  It  has 
provided  adequate  funds  so  that  the  Section  6  purchases  may  be  re¬ 
stored  to  the  fiscal  year  1966  level. 

Participation  in  the  school  lunch  program  continues  to  grow  each 
year.  The  tremendous  increase  since  1947  is  shown  by  the  following 
figures: 


1947 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

(estimate) 

Number  of  schools  ..  _  _ _ 

44, 537 

67,  728 

69, 616 

70, 292 

71,300 

Number  of  children  (peak— thousands) _ 

6,  016 

15, 035 

16.  087 

17,  025 

18, 001 

Number  of  meals  served  (millions) .  __  _  . 

910.9 

2,  554.  8 

2, 702. 1 

2, 892.  5 

3, 065. 4 

Number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches 

served  (millions)  _  _  .  . 

109.4 

245.7 

266.1 

285.8 

306.5 

Free  or  reduced-price  lunches  as  per- 

cent  of  total  lunches  served _ 

12.0 

9.6 

9.9 

9.9 

10.0 

Food  stamp  program. —  The  bill  includes  the  full  budget  estimate  of 
$150,000,000  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  to  be  financed  by  transfer 
from  Section  32  funds  as  proposed  by  the  budget.  This  is  an  increase 
of  about  $50,000,000  in  the  amount  of  funds  available  for  FY  1966. 

The  Food  Stamp  Program  is  designed  to  benefit  those  families  who 
are  receiving  some  type  of  welfare  assistance — primarily,  the  unem¬ 
ployables,  the  aged,  the  blind,  the  disabled,  and  mothers  with  de¬ 
pendent  children.  It  is  also  authorized  to  help  other  families  with 
incomes  as  low  or  lower  than  that  of  families  receiving  welfare  assist¬ 
ance  but  who,  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  are  not  eligible  for  welfare 
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assistance.  This  may  include  those  living  on  small  pensions,  the 
unemployed,  the  underemployed,  and  those  whose  training  limits 
them  to  unskilled  low-paying  employment. 

Under  the  program,  families  must  invest  the  money  they  would 
normally  spend  for  food  in  the  purchase  of  food  stamps.  In  return, 
they  receive  additional  stamps  without  charge.  Thus  the  normal 
food  budget  continues  to  be  spent  for  food  and  the  Federal  assistance 
results  in  the  purchase  of  more  food.  The  increase  in  retail  food 
stores  sales  (averaging  about  8  percent)  in  areas  in  which  the  program 
is  operating,  results  in  a  further  expansion  in  farm  markets  and  acts 
as  a  stimulant  to  the  overall  economy  of  those  areas. 

During  fiscal  year  1966,  the  program  is  being  expanded  to  about  1.3 
million  persons  in  approved  areas  throughout  the  country.  The 
budget  request  will  permit  further  expansion  in  1967  to  an  estimated 
570,000  needy  people  located  in  150  or  more  areas.  State  welfare 
agencies  request  the  areas  in  which  they  desire  the  program.  With 
the  continuing  improvement  in  employment  in  larger  and  more 
industrialized  areas,  States  have  placed  a  priority  on  getting  the 
program  started  in  smaller  and  more  rural  areas  within  the  State. 
As  a  result,  there  is  a  widening  geographic  dispersion  of  project  areas 
within  the  various  States. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  was  established  March  10,  1953, 
by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1320,  Supplement  1.  Public  Law 
690  approved  August  28,  1954,  transferred  the  agricultural  attaches 
from  the  Department  of  State  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 
More  recently,  the  Secretary  has  assigned  to  the  Service,  by  transfer 
from  other  agencies  of  the  Department,  responsibility  for  the  barter 
and  stockpiling  program,  general  sales  management  for  government- 
owned  surplus  commodities,  ocean  transportation  functions  related  to 
the  export  of  commodities  under  U.S.  programs,  and  activities  relat¬ 
ing  to  developing,  evaluating,  and  reviewing  the  program  for  donations 
of  food  abroad  through  voluntary  agencies,  pursuant  to  Title  III  of 
P.L.  480. 

The  primary  function  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  is  to  help 
American  agriculture  in  maintaining  and  expanding  foreign  markets 
for  its  products.  It  maintains  a  worldwide  agricultural  intelligence 
and  reporting  service,  to  assist  U.S.  agricultural  industry  in  its  export 
operations  through  a  continuous  program  of  analyzing  and  reporting 
foreign  agricultural  production,  markets,  and  policies.  It  helps  to 
develop  foreign  markets  for  U.S.  farm  products  through  administra¬ 
tion  of  special  export  programs  and  through  helping  to  secure  inter¬ 
national  trade  conditions  that  are  favorable  toward  our  products. 

For  fiscal  year  1967,  the  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation 
of  $21,088,000,  an  increase  of  $336,000  in  the  1966  level  of  operation 
and  a  reduction  of  $291,000  in  the  budget  request. 

The  increase  over  1966  includes  $22,000  to  provide  full-time  pro¬ 
fessional  assistance  for  the  recruitment  of  U.S.  nationals  for  posts  in 
international  organizations  such  as  the  Food  and  Agricultural  Organ¬ 
ization,  and  the  Organization  for  Economic  Cooperation  and  Develop¬ 
ment.  This  small  investment  to  protect  LT.S.  interests  in  international 
agricultural  matters  is  believed  justified. 

H.  Rept.  1446,  89-2 - 5 
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An  increase  of  $250,000  is  recommended  for  the  Agricultural  Attache 
Service.  This  would  provide  approximately  10  additional  assistant 
attache  positions  in  some  of  the  larger  and  more  important  markets 
for  U.S.  commodities  in  certain  areas  of  the  world.  Five  of  these 
would  be  assigned  to  Tokyo,  London,  Bonn,  Paris  and  Rome,  where 
imports  of  U.S.  agricultural  products  totaled  $2  billion  in  1964, 
approximately  one-third  of  total  U.S.  agricultural  exports.  Five 
would  be  assigned  to  growing  markets  in  Hong  Kong,  Iran,  Liberia, 
Nigeria  and  Kenya.  In  addition,  5  positions  are  provided  to  permit 
retraining  and  reorientation  in  the  United  States  of  attaches  between 
assignments. 

A“  net  increase  of  $28,000  is  included  to  assure  compliance  with 
Public  Law  480  and  to  assure  effective  handling  of  funds  used  for 
market  development  programs.  The  tremendous  sums  of  money 
and  quantities  of  commodities  involved  in  the  Public  Law  480  pro¬ 
gram,  and  the  involved  nature  of  many  of  the  agreements  with  foreign 
countries,  indicate  the  need  for  additional  compliance  checks  and 
fuller  protection  of  U.S.  interests. 

An  additional  $66,000  is  provided  for  pay  act  costs  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  89-301.  This  is  partially  offset  by  a  reduction  of  $30,000 
based  on  the  unauthorized  transfer  to  the  National  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  on  Food  and  Fiber  in  the  current  year,  as  discussed  previously 
in  this  report. 

In  1955,  this  Committee  created  a  sales  manager  for  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  with  a  directive  to  the  Secretary  that  a  positive 
sales  program  be  established  within  the  Corporation  to  sell  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  commodities  and  avoid  large  storage  and  handling  costs. 
It  did  not  appear  to  be  a  sound  method  of  conducting  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  business  for  this  $14.5  billion  Corporation  not  to  have  an 
aggressive  sales  program  headed  by  an  experienced  sales  manager. 

It  was  the  Committee’s  intention  that  the  sales  manager’s  primary 
area  of  responsibility  would  be  sales  for  dollars.  It  was  also  intended 
that  he  would  have  the  final  decision  with  respect  to  sales  for  dollars 
in  preference  to  sales  for  foreign  currencies,  barter  contracts,  or 
similar  sales  arrangements. 

In  1961,  the  sales  manager  was  transferred  to  the  Foreign  Agricul¬ 
tural  Service  and  his  responsibility  was  limited  to  export  sales.  Fur¬ 
ther,  his  ability  to  make  final  decisions  on  overseas  sales  was  weakened 
by  putting  him  under  several  extra  layers  of  supervisors  who  are  tied 
in  closely  with  our  international  policies  and  are  not  in  a  position  to 
make  a  maximum  sales  effort  on  a  completely  independent  basis. 

The  Committee  believes  that  the  sales  organization  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  should  have  far  more  independence  of  action  than  at  present. 
It  feels  that  a  thorough  investigation  should  be  made  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  present  sales  policies,  including  direct  sales  by  producer  groups, 
the  Federal  government,  and  larger  firms.  It  also  feels  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  should  order  a  study  of  methods  of  strengthening  the  operations 
and  authority  of  the  sales  manager  and  his  staff. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY 

The  Commodity  Exchange  Authority  administers  the  Commodity 
Exchange  Act  of  September  21,  1922,  as  amended.  The  objectives 
are  to  prevent  commodity  price  manipulation  and  market  corners; 
prevent  dissemination  of  false  and  misleading  crop  and  market  infor- 
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mation  affecting  commodity  prices;  protect  hedgers  and  other  users 
of  the  commodity  futures  markets  against  cheating,  fraud,  and 
manipulative  practices;  insure  the  benefits  of  membership  privileges 
and  contract  markets  to  cooperative  associations  of  producers;  insure 
trust  fund  treatment  of  margin  moneys  and  equities  of  hedgers  and 
other  traders  and  prevent  the  misuse  of  such  funds  by  brokers;  and 
provide  information  to  the  public  regarding  trading  operations  and 
contract  markets. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $1,398,000  is  recommended  for  the  next 
fiscal  year,  an  increase  of  $201,000  over  the  1966  appropriation.  The 
increase  includes  $11,000  for  pay  act  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
89-301,  and  $190,000  for  expanding  trade  practice  investigations 
and  market  analyses. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  recently  reviewed  the  work  of  this 
agency  and  I'ecommended  that  trade  practice  investigations  be 
increased  in  number  and  frequency.  Also,  the  steady  increase  in 
Afume  of  market  trading  indicates  the  need  for  some  expansion  in 
\  this  small  agency,  which  has  operated  on  a  very  limited  budget 
through  the  years. 

Since  1962,  the  number  of  transactions  in  regulated  commodities 
increased  40  percent  and  the  dollar  value  of  trading  more  than  100 
percent.  The  following  table  reflects  the  increase  in  trading  volume 
during  the  past  few  years: 


- 1  - 

Fiscal  vear 
1962 

Fiscal  year 
1964 

Fiscal  year 
1965 

Number  of  transactions  for  all  regulated  commodities 

10.0 

$36.7 

12.8 

$60.4 

14.0 

$73.5 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

The  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  was 
established  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  June  5,  1961,  under  the 
authority  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  in  accordance  with 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  133z).  The 
Service  carries  on  the  following  principal  programs  from  appropriated 
funds: 

Production  adjustment  programs:  The  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  authorizes  production  adjustment 
for  designated  basic  commodities  (tobacco,  peanuts,  wheat, 
cotton,  and  rice)  through  acreage  allotments,  and  the  adjustment 
of  supplies  through  marketing  quotas  when  supplies  reach  speci¬ 
fied  levels  in  relation  to  normal  demand. 

Sugar  act  program:  The  chief  objective  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  is  “to  protect  the  welfare  of  consumers  of 
sugar  and  those  engaged  in  the  domestic  sugar-producing  in¬ 
dustry.”  This  involves  (a)  determination  of  U.S.  consumption 
requirements;  (b)  administration  of  quotas  to  regulate  imports 
of  sugar  produced  in  foreign  areas,  as  well  as  marketing  of  sugar 
produced  in  domestic  areas;  and  (c)  payments  to  domestic 
producers  of  sugarbeets  and  sugarcane,  provided  producers 
comply  with  certain  labor,  wage,  price,  and  marketing  require¬ 
ments  prescribed  by  law. 
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Agricultural  conservation  program:  This  program  is  authorized 
by  the  provisions  of  section  7  to  16(a),  inclusive,  and  section  17 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended.  Its  objectives  include  (1)  restoring  and  improving 
soil  fertility,  (2)  reducing  erosion  caused  by  wind  and  water,  and 
(3)  conserving  water  on  land.  Cost-sharing  assistance  is  fur¬ 
nished  to  individual  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  50  States,  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  for  carrying  out  approved  soil-build¬ 
ing  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  on  their  farms.  This 
assistance  represents  only  a  part  of  the  cost  of  performing  the 
practices.  The  farmer  bears  the  balance  of  the  cost,  and  in 
addition  supplies  labor  and  management  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  practices. 

Cropland  conversion  program:  Section  16(e)  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  by  section 
101  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  provides  for  long¬ 
term  agreements  under  which  cropping  systems  and  land  i  v.  s 
will  be  changed  (1)  to  permanently  shift  to  better  productive  uS<.  ^ 
cropland  which  is  not  well  suited  for  crop  use,  and  (2)  to  tem¬ 
porarily  shift  to  better  productive  use  and  utilize  for  other  pur¬ 
poses  land  which  is  suitable  for  crop  use  but  not  currently  needed 
for  crops. 

Cropland  adjustment  program:  This  program  was  authorized  in 
the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965.  Its  purpose  is  itD  assist 
farmers,  through  long-term  agreements,  to  divert  land  from  the 
production  of  unneeded  crops  to  uses  that  will  promote  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  conservation  of  our  soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and 
recreational  resources.  The  program  will  also  establish,  protect, 
and  conserve  open  spaces  and  natural  beauty  and  prevent  air  and 
water  pollution. 

Emergency  conservation  measures:  The  objective  of  this 
program,  which  is  authorized  by  the  Third  Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priation  Act  of  1957  and  the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Acts 
of  1958  and  1959,  is  to  restore  to  normal  agricultural  use  farm¬ 
lands  which  have  been  damaged  by  wind  erosion,  hurricanes, 
floods,  or  other  natural  disasters.  To  this  end,  farmers  are 
offered  cost-sharing  assistance  for  carrying  out  approved  practices. 

Conservation  reserve  program:  The  conservation  reserve 
program  authorized  by  the  Soil  Bank  Act  is  a  long-range  program 
under  which  farmers  have  voluntarily  contracted  to  take  crop¬ 
land  out  of  production  for  a  specified  number  of  years  and  devote 
it  to  conservation  uses.  In  return  the  farmer  receives  (a)  an 
annual  rental  payment  for  the  contract  period,  and  (b)  assistance 
in  either  cash  or  conservation  materials  and  services  for  carrying 
out  approved  conservation  practices  on  the  reserved  acreage. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation  program  activities:  Various 
price  support  and  related  programs  have  been  authorized  in 
numerous  legislative  enactments  since  the  early  1930’s.  Opera¬ 
tions  under  these  programs  are  financed  through  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  Personnel  and  facilities  of  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  are  utilized  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  programs  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and 
the  Administrator  of  the  Service  is  also  Executive  Vice  President 
of  the  Corporation. 
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Foreign  assistance  programs  and  other  special  activities: 
Various  surplus  disposal  programs  and  other  special  activities  are 
conducted  pursuant  to  specific  statutory  authorizations  and 
directives.  These  laws  authorize  the  use  of  CCC  funds  and 
facilities  to  implement  the  programs.  Appropriations  for  these 
programs  are  transferred  or  paid  to  the  Corporation  for  its  costs 
incurred  in  connection  with  these  activities,  such  as  Public 
Law  480;  International  Wheat  Agreement;  Bartered  materials 
for  supplemental  stockpile;  and  National  Wool  Act. 

Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service. — 
For  the  operating  expenses  of  the  vaiious  programs  administered  by 
this  agency,  the  budget  requested  $135,891,000  by  direct  appropriation 
and  $77,545,000  by  transfer  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
a  total  of  $213,436,000.  The  Committee  recommends  a  total  of 
$202,361,600,  including  $126,558,000  by  direct  appropriation  and 
$75,803,600  by  transfer  from  C.C.C. 

'The  appropriation  recommended  is  $279,500  above  funds  provided 
for  FY  1966,  and  $9,333,000  below  the  budget  request.  The  C.C.C. 
transfer  is  $11,691,400  less  than  authorized  for  FY  1966  and  $1,741,400 
below  the  budget  estimate.  The  combined  reduction  in  the  amounts 
proposed  in  the  budget  is  $11,074,400. 

The  appropriation  included  in  the  bill  provides  $5,000,000  for 
experNly  related  to  the  cropland  adjustment  program.  These  funds 
provide  for  conducting  sign-ups,  processing  requests  and  agreements, 
making  farm  visits,  and  related  work  of  this  new  program.  A  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $8,266,140  has  been  made  in  funds  transferred  from  C.C.C. 
for  this  purpose,  as  proposed  in  the  budget.  The  net  reduction  is 
based  on  indications  that  sign-ups  will  be  much  slower  than  originally 
expected. 

The  Committee  has  approved  further  budget  reductions  for  this 
agency  based  on  reduced  workload  and  increased  productivity  ex¬ 
pected  in  the  coming  fiscal  year.  These  reductions  include  $4,580,500 
of  appropriated  funds  and  $3,425,260  of  funds  transferred  from 
C.C.C.,  a  total  of  $S, 005, 760. 

A  reduction  of  $140,000  has  been  made  by  the  Committee  to 
adjust  for  unauthorized  transfers  during  FY  1966  to  the  Rural  Com¬ 
munity  Development  Service  ($65,000)  and  the  National  Advisory 
Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber  ($75,000).  As  indicated  previously 
in  this  report,  this  adjustment  is  made  since  these  funds  were  not 
used  by  this  agency  during  the  present  fiscal  year. 

Employment  and  personnel  practices  followed  during  the  past 
several  years  raise  questions  as  to  the  operations  of  State  and  County 
ASC  officers.  A  nation-wide  reclassification  of  county  office  managers 
and  certain  other  county  office  personnel  made  during  the  past  two 
years  has  resulted  in  an  inequitable  situation  in  certain  States.  A 
review  of  the  number  of  grade  increases  made  indicates  that  no  uniform 
guide  rules  were  followed.  In  several  States,  only  2  positions  were 
up-graded,  while  the  number  of  office  manager  increases  exceeded  30 
in  7  States  and  totaled  59  in  one  instance. 
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While  not  under  the  Civil  Service  Classification  System,  these  ASC 
county  office  people  are  considered  regular  Federal  employees.  They 
enjoy  the  fringe  benefits  provided  to  civil  service  personnel,  including 
retirement,  severance  pay,  annual  and  sick  leave,  insurance,  and 
health  protection.  Their  rates  of  pay  and  promotions  should  be 
handled  in  the  same  manner  as  for  classified  civil  service  personnel. 

In  view  of  the  apparent  inequities  in  county  office  reclassifications 
and  other  personnel  actions,  the  Committee  urges  an  immediate 
review  of  the  personnel  practices  of  this  agency  and  expects  appro¬ 
priate  corrective  action  to  be  taken  during  the  coming  year.  It 
appears  that  perhaps  some  change  in  legislation  affecting  ASC  county 
office  personnel  is  warranted. 

Sugar  Act  program. — The  full  budget  estimate  of  $80,000,000  is 
recommended  for  fiscal  year  1967,  a  decrease  of  $15,000,000  in  funds 
provided  for  the  current  year.  The  reduction  is  due  in  part  to  avail¬ 
able  balances  from  the  1966  appropriation  and  in  part  to  a  somewhat 
small  production  expected  from  the  1966  crop. 

Payments  are  made  to  domestic  producers  of  sugarbeet  and  sugar¬ 
cane  who  comply  with  certain  special  requirements.  To  finance  these 
payments,  a  tax  of  50  cents  per  hundred  pounds  is  imposed  on  all 
beet  and  cane  sugar  processed  in  or  imported  into  the  United  States 
for  direct  consumption.  Dining  the  pei’iod  1938-65,  collections  of 
$2.3  billion  from  excise  and  import  taxes  have  exceeded  payments  by 
$545  million.  Estimated  collections  through  fiscal  year  fb67  of 
$2.5  billion  will  exceed  estimated  payments  by  $568  million. 

Agricultural  conservation  program. — The  full  budget  request  for 
an  appropi'iation  of  $220,000,000  is  included  in  the  bill  to  make 
payments  eai-ned  under  the  1966  program  authorized  last  year. 
Amounts  due  are  legal  commitments  and  funds  must  be  provided 
to  pay  all  contracts  entered  into  under  the  program  announced  the 
previous  year. 

The  Committee  has  restored  the  1967  progi’am  authoxization  to 
the  regular  level  of  $220,000,000 — plus  $30,000,000  for  adminis¬ 
tration  under  the  appropriation  for  “Expenses,  ASCS”.  It  should 
be  noted  that  an  offsetting  reduction  has  been  made  in  the  1967 
program  authorization  for  the  cropland  adjustment  program. 

Restoration  of  the  ACP  authorization  will  permit  the  continuation 
of  the  main  support  for  our  soil  and  water  conservation  effort  through¬ 
out  the  Nation  at  present  levels.  It  will  restore  funds  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  to  the  established  level  authorized  by  Congress  in  past  yeai's. 
It.  will  prevent  the  elimination  of  essential  funds  needed  for  conserva¬ 
tion  practices  in  our  small  watershed  development  program.  It  will 
prevent  the  elimination  of  some  510  soil  conservation  technicians 
who  are  now  engaged  in  soil  and  water  consei'vation  work  throughout 
the  Nation,  including  technical  assistance  in  the  planning  and  con¬ 
struction  of  Public  Law  566  watershed  and  flood  prevention  projects. 

Conservation  practices  under  this  program  are  developed  initially 
at  the  local  level  by  ASC  State  and  county  committees,  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  and  the  Forest  Service.  Representatives  of 
the  land-grant  colleges,  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  State 
conservation  committees,  and  other  State  and  Federal  agricultural 
agencies  also  participate  in  these  determinations. 

The  l’ecommendations  of  these  groups  are  used  as  the  basis  to  for¬ 
mulate  joint  recommendations  to  the  Agricultui’al  Stabilization  and 
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Conservation  Service  in  Washington.  From  these  recommendations, 
the  various  agencies  of  the  Department  in  Washington  develop  and 
recommend  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  a  national  program. 
State  and  local  people  then  develop  their  local  programs  within  the 
structure  of  the  national  program  approved  by  the  Secretary.  No 
practices  are  adopted  and  put  into  effect  in  any  State  or  county  unless 
approved  by  the  local  conservation  groups. 

In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Committee, 
these  conservation  practices  represent  the  best  possible  use  of  Federal 
funds  in  the  preservation  of  our  soil  and  water  resources  for  future 
generations.  In  addition,  they  provide  the  best  possible  protection 
for  the  land  upon  which  we  must  depend  for  our  present  and  future 
food  production.  The  many  problems  facing  agriculture,  such  as 
increasing  costs,  decreasing  farm  labor,  and  increasing  financial  risks, 
make  it  apparent  that  this  nation  cannot  afford  to  reduce  its  conserva¬ 
tion  efforts.  The  decreasing  supplies  of  foods  on  hand,  the  rapidly 
expanding  population,  and  the  decreasing  number  of  people  on  the 
)  farms,  indicate  that  possible  food  shortages  may  face  world  consumers 
in  the  future,  unless  our  agricultural  production  plant  is  protected 
from  erosion  and  similar  damages.  With  U.S.  commitments  in  Viet¬ 
nam  and  elsewhere  throughout  the  world,  we  must  continue  to  give 
adequate  attention  to  our  own  natural  resources  to  assure  a  firm 
source  of  supply  of  food  and  fiber  to  the  growing  populations  of  this 
country  and  the  world. 

Through  the  years,  this  approach  to  conservation  of  soil  and  water 
has  proved  its  effectiveness.  Its  accomplishments  demonstrate  its 
value  to  the  nation  and  strongly  support  its  retention  in  preference 
to  other  more  recently  developed  substitutes.  A  summary  of  the 
conservation  accomplishments  of  this  program  follows: 


Practice 

Unit 

Extent 
under  1964 
program 

Total  accom¬ 
plishments 
1936-64 

Water  storage  reservoirs  constructed  to  distribute 
grazing,  control  erosion,  and  conserve  irrigation  water 
and  wildlife. 

1,000  structures.... 

64 

1,874 

Terraces  constructed  to  control  erosion  or  conserve 
water. 

1,000  acres.. . 

6*7 

28,069 

Stripcropping  systems  established  to  control  wind  or 
water  erosion  and  conserve  water. 

1,000  acres _ 

412 

112,190 

Permanent  sod  waterways  established  to  control  erosion 
and  safelv  dispose  of  excess  runoff. 

1,000  acres . . 

37 

848 

Enduring  vegetative  cover  established  or  improved  to 
control  erosion,  conserve  water,  and  for  land-use  ad¬ 
justment. 

1,000  acres _ 

6,444 

377, 309 

Competitive  shrubs  controlled  on  range  or  pasture  to 
permit  growth  of  adequate  cover  for  erosion  control. 

1,000  acres _ 

1,665 

49, 983 

Trees  and  shrubs  planted  for  forestry  purposes,  erosion 
control,  or  land-use  adjustment. 

1,000  acres . 

205 

4, 039 

Forest  tree  stands  improved  for  forestry  purposes  and 
erosion  control. 

1,000  acres _ _ 

157 

3, 151 

Appalachian  region  conservation  program. — An  appropriation  of 
$2,200,000  is  recommended  for  FY  1967.  This  is  approximately  one- 
half  of  the  budget  request.  To  the  extent  that  additional  funds  may 
be  needed,  the  regular  national  programs  are  also  available  to  meet 
the  needs  in  this  area.  The  regular  programs  have  proved  themselves 
through  the  years  and  should  be  of  as  much  value  to  this  region  as 
to  any  other  in  the  nation. 
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Cropland  conversion  program. — The  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 
1962  authorized  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  a  pilot  program  to  deter¬ 
mine  how  land  not  needed  for  crop  production  can  best  be  used  for 
conserving  and  developing  soil,  water,  forests,  wildlife,  and  recreational 
resources. 

The  pilot  cropland  conversion  program  has  been  offered  in  41 
counties  of  13  states,  involving  differing  geographic  and  agricultural 
situations.  In  addition,  offers  have  been  made  for  a  limited  number 
of  agreements  in  other  States  and  counties  to  convert  cropland  to 
recreational  enterprises  only.  About  5,575  agreements  involving  324 
thousand  acres  of  cropland  have  been  entered  into. 

For  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  bill  includes  $7,500,000  for  this 
program,  the  same  amount  as  provided  for  FY  1966.  Adequate 
financial  support  for  the  regular  established  conservation  programs 
of  the  Department  should  obviate  the  need  for  increased  funds  for 
this  special  purpose. 

Cropland  adjustment  program. — This  new  approach  to  conservation 
is  authorized  by  Title  VI  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965. 
Its  purpose  is  to  assist  farmers,  through  long-term  agreements,  to 
divert  land  from  the  production  of  unneeded  crops  to  uses  that  will 
promote  the  development  and  conservation  of  soil,  water,  forest, 
wildlife,  and  recreational  resources. 

In  return  for  diverting  the  cropland  to  approved  uses,  producers 
receive  adjustment  payments.  They  also  are  eligible  to  receive  cost- 
sharing  assistance  for  establishing  approved  conservation  uses.  The 
period  of  a  contract  cannot  be  less  than  5  years  and  not  more  than 
10  years. 

An  appropriation  of  $125,000,000  is  recommended  in  this  bill  for  the 
coming  fiscal  year.  This  includes  $30,000,000  to  repay  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  for  funds  advanced  in  fiscal  year  1966, 
and  $95,000,000  to  finance  the  program  during  the  1967  fiscal  year. 
The  reduction  of  $75,000,000  in  the  budget  request  is  based  on  the 
fact  that  sign-ups  are  going  slowly  and  present  indications  are  that 
the  program  will  not  develop  as  fully  as  planned. 

The  program  authorization  for  1967  agreements  for  which  payments 
are  to  be  made  in  calendar  year  1967  is  approved  at  $95,000,000,  a 
reduction  of  $120,000,000  in  the  budget  request.  A  majority  of  the 
Committee  feels  that  under  present  conditions  policies  of  paying 
producers  to  take  land  out  of  production  is  at  best  unsound  and  has 
contributed  to  our  present  low  inventories  of  certain  basic  commodities. 
They  also  feel  that  future  demands  for  food  and  fiber  will  require  the 
eventual  abandonment  of  programs  designed  to  restrict  production 
in  favor  of  those  which  will  support  the  production  and  distribution 
of  increased  supplies  of  food  and  fiber  to  the  hungry  people  of  the 
world. 

Conservation  reserve  program. — An  appropriation  of  $140,000,000 
is  provided  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $6,000,000 
below  funds  provided  for  this  purpose  last  year.  The  decrease 
below  last  year  is  due  to  the  expiration  each  year  of  a  certain  number 
of  long-term  contracts  entered  into  under  the  old  Soil  Bank  Program. 
Payments  will  continue  through  1973  on  a  diminishing  basis  as 
follows : 
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Fiscal  year 

Annual  rental 
payments  for 
current  con¬ 
tracts 
(dollars) 

Estimated 
acres  in 
reserve  (acres) 

1968 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

$129,  023, 133 
114,548,394 
41,  925,  720 
822,  604 
86,  951 
8, 362 

11. 202,  269 
9,  547,  417 
3,  531,  861 
71,  275 
7,927 
704 

1969 _ _ _ _ _ 

1970 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1971  i _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1972  K. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1973  > _ _ 

1  Represents  mandatory  extensions  because  tree  seedlings  were  unavailable  during  1960. 


Emergency  conservation  measures. — This  appropriation  provides 
special  funds  for  sharing  the  cost  of  emergency  conservation  measures 
to  deal  with  cases  of  severe  damage  to  farm  and  rangelands  resulting 
from  natural  disasters.  The  criteria  under  which  assistance  may  be 
made  available  are  set  forth  in  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act. 

Funds  are  allocated  for  use  only  in  those  counties  designated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  disaster  counties.  Assistance  is  made 
available  to  treat  new  conservation  problems  which  (1)  if  not  treated 
will  impair  or  endanger  the  land,  (2)  materially  affect  the  productive 
capacity  of  the  land,  (3)  represent  damage  which  is  unusual  in  charac¬ 
ter  and,  except  for  wind  erosion,  is  not  the  type  which  would  recur 
frequently  in  the  same  area,  and  (4)  will  be  so  costly  to  rehabilitate 
that  Federal  assistance  is  or  will  be  required  to  return  the  land  to 
productive  agricultural  use. 

The  budget  estimate  of  $5,000,000  is  proposed  for  the  next  fiscal 
year.  This  is  a  reduction  in  funds  available  for  the  current  year; 
however,  there  is  no  way  to  forecast  disasters  in  advance  of  their 
occurrence  or  the  extent  of  damage  which  might  result.  With  an 
appropriation  of  $5,000,000,  and  estimated  recoveries  of  about 
$7,000,000  from  prior  obligations,  funds  totaling  $12,000,000  will  be 
available  for  the  fiscal  year  1967  to  restore  damages  following  disasters. 

RURAL  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  SERVICE 

The  Rural  Community  Development  Service  was  established  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  Memorandum  No.  1570  dated  Feb¬ 
ruary  24,  1965,  to  provide  leadership  within  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  formula  ting  plans  and  evaluating  operations  pertaining 
to  development  of  natural  human  resources  in  rural  communities.  It 
formulates  plans  for  and  evaluates  operations  performed  by  operating 
USDA  agencies  in  conjunction  with  their  regular  programs. 

This  agency  was  originally  created  in  1963,  with  the  consent  of  the 
Congress,  to  function  as  a  small  coordinating  and  expenditing  unit 
of  about  33  people  with  a  budget  of  $88,000.  It  was  expanded  to 
$118,945  in  1964,  $181,872  in  1965  and  $625,000  in  1966.  Shortly 
after  it  was  established,  3  field  offices  were  created.  Last  year  it  was 
proposed  to  expand  it  to  20  field  offices.  The  request  of  $3,468,000 
for  fiscal  year  1967  contemplates  40  field  offices  and  a  total  of  221 
man-years  in  Washington  and  the  field. 

The  Committee  does  not  agree  with  the  tremendous  expansion  in 
personnel  proposed  for  this  agency  next  year.  As  outlined  earlier  in 
this  report,  it  feels  that  the  existing  agencies  of  the  Department 
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which  have  established  programs  in  operation,  and  which  have  the 
technical  personnel  and  loan  funds  for  use  throughout  rural  America, 
are  best  equipped  to  provide  needed  assistance  and  guidance  to  rural 
areas  through  their  existing  field  offices. 

The  Committee  agrees  that  a  small  staff  in  the  Washington  office  to 
coordinate  and  expedite  rural  programs  may  be  worthwhile.  An 
appropriation  of  $637,000  is  included  for  the  Washington  office  of 
the  Rural  Community  Development  Service  in  fiscal  year  1967.  In 
addition,  $400,000  is  provided  to  the  Farmers  Home  Administration 
for  rural  area  development  work  to  be  handled  through  its  existing 
field  organization. 

As  indicated  earlier  in  this  report,  the  Committee  was  surprised 
and  disturbed  to  learn  during  the  hearings  that  36  employees  had 
been  recruited  into  positions  created  in  various  agencies  of  the  De¬ 
partment  and  assigned  to  the  Rural  Community  Development 
Service  without  notice  or  approval  of  the  Congress. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

Internal  audit,  inspection,  and  investigations  activities  are  carried 
out  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  which  was  established  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  Memorandum  No.  1503  dated  June  25, 
1962,  and  No.  1524  dated  December  21,  1962.  The  Office  is  respon¬ 
sible  to  the  Secretary  for  assuring  that  existing  laws,  policies,  and 
programs  of  the  Secretary  are  effectively  complied  with  on  every  level 
of  administration  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  the  Congress  and 
the  Secretary.  It  insures  prompt  and  appropriate  corrective  action 
in  those  areas  in  which  deviation  from  established  law,  policy,  pro¬ 
cedure,  rules,  or  regulations  has  developed;  and  conducts  internal 
audit,  inspection,  and  investigative  activities  within  the  Department 
and  coordinates  and  correlates  them  with  various  investigative 
agencies  of  the  executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the  Government. 

The  bill  includes  $11,254,000  for  the  next  fiscal  year  for  this  purpose, 
a  reduction  of  $348,000  in  the  budget  request.  The  recommended 
increase  of  $641,000  over  the  1966  appropriation  includes  $141,000  for 
pay  act  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301,  and  $500,000  for  in¬ 
creased  audits  and  investigations  of  the  Food  Stamp  Program  and 
ASC  county  office  activities.  The  Food  Stamp  Program  has  been 
expanding  during  fiscal  years  1965  and  1966  and  a  further  increase  is 
provided  for  FY  1967.  The  financial  integrity  of  this  activity  must  be 
assured  by  thorough  audits  of  its  activities  and  by  investigations  and 
prosecutions  of  any  abuses  discovered.  ASC  county  offices  should 
also  be  checked  periodically  to  assure  the  most  effective  conduct  of 
the  many  programs  administered  by  them  throughout  the  country. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

The  Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  originally  known  as  the  Office 
of  the  Solicitor,  was  established  in  1910  as  the  law  office  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  and  performs  all  of  the  legal  work  arising  from 
the  activities  of  the  Department.  The  General  Counsel  represents 
the  Department  in  administrative  proceedings  for  the  promulgation 
of  rules  having  the  force  and  effect  of  law;  in  quasijudicial  hearings 
held  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  various  programs  and 
acts;  and  in  proceedings  before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
involving  freight  rates  and  practices  relating  to  farm  commodities, 
including  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Commission  to  the  courts. 
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He  serves  as  General  Counsel  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
and  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation.  He  reviews  criminal 
cases  arising  under  the  programs  of  the  Department  for  referral  to 
the  Department  of  Justice. 

The  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget  request  of  $4,325,000 
for  the  next  fiscal  year.  The  increase  of  $39,000  is  provided  to  meet 
additional  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 

OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 

The  Office  of  Information  was  established  under  its  present  name  in 
1925  as  a  consolidation  of  functions  formally  organized  as  early  as 
1889,  to  coordinate  in  the  Department  the  dissemination  of  informa¬ 
tion  useful  to  agriculture  as  directed  by  the  act  establishing  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  1862. 

The  Office  has  general  direction  and  supervision  of  all  publications 
and  other  information  policies  and  activities  of  the  Department  in¬ 
cluding  the  final  review,  illustrating,  printing,  and  distribution  of 
publications;  clearance  and  release  of  press,  radio,  television,  and 
magazine  materials;  maintenance  of  central  files  of  news  and  general 
illustration-type  photographs;  and  the  preparation  and  distribution 
of  exhibits  and  motion  pictures.  The  Office  publishes  the  Yearbook 
of  Agriculture,  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the 
Department  Directory,  and  the  Department  List  of  Publications; 
handles  the  details  of  distributing  farmers’  bulletins  allotted  to 
Members  of  Congress;  and  services  letter  and  telephone  requests  for 
general  information  received  in  the  Department.  Under  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  working  capital  fund,  the  Office  also  produces  visual  informa¬ 
tional  materials,  such  as  motion  pictures,  art  and  graphics  materials, 
and  still  photographic  work  for  the  Department  and  other  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies. 

For  this  agency,  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $1,826,000  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  The  amount  proposed  includes 
the  following  increases:  $30,000  to  reprint  certain  farmers  bulletins 
for  which  there  has  been  a  large  demand  and  for  which  supplies  are 
exhausted;  $61,700  for  increased  information  activities  related  to  new 
and  expanded  activities  in  the  Department;  $10,300  to  bring  together 
|  and  file  about  70,000  color  slides  for  greater  use  of  all  Department 
agencies;  and  $9,000  for  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 

These  increases  are  more  than  offset  by  a  decrease  of  $200,000  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  1966  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act  for  reprinting  the 
Agricultural  Yearbook  of  1965.  This  reprint  has  been  completed  and 
the  amount  is  not  proposed  again  for  FY  1967. 

This  agency  has  been  operating  on  a  very  limited  budget  in  recent 
years  and  has  failed  to  keep  up  with  the  growth  of  other  programs  of 
the  Department.  The  results  of  expanded  research  and  educational 
activities  must  be  made  available  through  this  agency  to  be  of  value 
to  the  consumers  and  farm  producers  of  the  nation. 

NATIONAL  AGRICULTURAL  LIBRARY 

The  Library,  pursuant  to  the  Department’s  organic  act  of  1862, 
and  under  delegation  from  the  Secretary,  “procures  and  preserves  all 
information  concerning  agriculture  which  can  be  obtained  by  means 
of  books  *  *  *.”  Under  the  act  establishing  the  Department,  the 
Library  also  serves  as  the  National  Agricultural  Library. 
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The  Library  makes  available  to  the  research  workers  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  State  agricultural  colleges,  as  well  as  to  the  general 
public,  the  agricultural  knowledge  of  the  world  that  is  contained  in 
published  literature.  The  Library  collects  current  and  historical 
published  material  and  organizes  it  for  maximum  service  to  the 
Department  and  to  the  public  through  reference  services,  loans  of 
publications,  bibliographical  services,  and  photo  reproductions  of 
library  material.  It  issues  a  monthly  Bibliography  of  Agriculture 
in  which  is  listed  the  agricultural  literature  of  the  world.  The  book 
collection  approximates  1.2  million  volumes. 

An  appropriation  of  $2,147,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  library 
services  in  the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  an  increase  of  $412,000 
in  the  1966  appropriation  and"  is  $354,000  less  than  requested.  The 
increase  includes  $200,000  to  acquire,  catalog  and  maintain  publica¬ 
tions  used  by  scientists  and  other  personnel  throughout  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  An  increase  of  this  nature  is  required  to  enable  the  Library  to 
meet  the  needs  of  an  ever-increasing  research  establishment  -within  the 
Department. 

An  additional  amount  of  $200,000  is  included  to  undertake  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  greater  automation  of  the  procedures  used  to  provide  informa¬ 
tion  to  researchers.  It  is  proposed  to  further  automate  routine  library 
functions  such  as  ordering  of  publications,  receiving  and  recordkeeping, 
cataloging,  and  circulation  of  information. 

An  increase  of  $12,000  is  provided  for  pay  act  costs  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  89-301. 

OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  SERVICES 

The  Office  of  Management  Services  provides  consolidated  manage¬ 
ment  support  services  to  certain  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  It  was  established  by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1529, 
dated  January  29,  1963,  to  provide  greater  economy  and  effectiveness 
in  the  rendering  of  management  service  through :  improved  utilization 
of  manpower  and  management  techniques;  increased  specialization  of 
professional  skills;  and  more  extensive  use  of  time-saving  equipment. 

The  consolidated  management  support  functions  include  budget 
and  finance,  personnel  and  related  programs,  administrative  services, 
and  information  work.  The  organization  structure  of  OMS  is  based 
upon  these  functions  with  operating  divisions  providing  the  services 
for  the  following  agencies  and  offices:  Office  of  the  Secretary,  Office 
of  Budget  and  Finance,  Office  of  Hearing  Examiners,  Office  of  Manage¬ 
ment  Appraisal  and  Systems  Development,  Office  of  Personnel,  Office 
of  Plant  and  Operations,  Rural  Community  Development  Service, 
Office  of  Information,  National  Agricultural  Library,  Office  of  the 
General  Counsel,  Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  Farmer  Cooperative 
Service,  Commodity  Exchange  Authority,  Cooperative  State  Research 
Service,  Economic  Research  Service,  and  Statistical  Reporting  Service. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,600,000  for 
these  services  in  the  coming  fiscal  year,  a  reduction  of  $87,000  in  the 
budget  request.  The  increase  of  $58,000  is  provided  to  enable  this 
office  to  meet  the  increased  demands  of  the  agencies  which  it  serves, 
some  of  which  will  expand  in  FY  1967  on  the  basis  of  funds  provided 
in  this  bill. 
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GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  assisted  by  the  Under  Secretary,  the 
Assistant  Secretaries,  and  members  of  their  immediate  staff,  directs 
and  coordinates  the  work  of  the  Department;  formulates  and  develops 
policy;  maintains  relationships  with  agricultural  organizations  and 
others  in  the  development  of  farm  programs;  and  maintains  liaison 
with  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  and  Members  of  Congress 
on  all  matters  pertaining  to  legislation  and  policy  to  insure  effective 
performance  of  the  agricultural  programs  of  the  Department. 

The  folloAving  activities  are  also  included  under  General  Adminis¬ 
tration  : 

Personnel  administration  and  service  is  carried  on  by  the  Office  of 
Personnel,  the  staff  agency  with  responsibility  for  the  personnel 
management  program  of  the  Department. 

Budgetary  and  financial  administration  and  service  is  carried  on  by 
the  Office  of  Budget  and  Finance,  the  staff  agency  with  responsibility 
)  for  functions  relating  to  overall  administration  of  the  budgetary, 
fiscal,  and  related  affairs  of  the  Department. 

General  operations  are  carried  on  by  the  Office  of  Plant  and  Opera¬ 
tions,  a  staff  agency  exercising  general  staff  management  direction  of 
the  housing  of  the  Department’s  activities;  the  leasing  of  commercial 
space  and  management  of  real  peoperty;  procurement  activities;  pur¬ 
chasing,  warehousing,  utilization  and  disposal  of  administrative  and 
operating  supplies  and  equipment. 

Management  appraisal  and  systems  development  functions  are 
carried  out  by  the  Office  of  Management  Appraisal  and  Systems 
Development  which  was  established  by  Secretary’s  Memorandum 
No.  1477  of  December  S,  1961.  The  Office  is  responsible  for  the 
general  direction,  leadership,  and  coordination  in  the  department  of 
management  appraisals,  systems  designs,  automatic  data  processing, 
operations  research,  and  related  management  techniques. 

Regulatory  hearings  and  decisions  include  the  work  of  the  Office  of 
Hearing  Examiners  and  of  the  Judicial  Officer.  The  Hearing  Ex¬ 
aminers  carry  out.  the  provisions  of  the  Administrative  Procedure 
Act  relating  to  the  holding  of  hearings  (5  U.S.C.  1006,  1010).  Hear¬ 
ings  are  held  in  connection  with  prescribing  of  new  regulations  and 
•  orders,  and  on  disciplinary  complaints  filed  bv  the  Department,  or  on 
petitions  filed  by  private  parties  asking  relief  from  some  action  of  the 
Department. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $3,959,000  is  recommended  for  FY 
1967  for  these  staff  offices.  The  increase  of  $31,000  over  funds  avail¬ 
able  in  1966  is  approved  for  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 

Title  II — -Credit  Agencies 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  was  established  by  Exec¬ 
utive  Order  7037  of  May  11,  1935,  to  make  loans  for  extension  of 
central  station  electric  service  to  unserved  rural  people.  It  was  con¬ 
tinued  by  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  May  20,  1936,  and  became 
part  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  July  1,  1939,  under  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  II.  On  October  28,  1949,  Public  Law  423  amended  the 
act  to  authorize  loans  for  furnishing  and  improving  rural  telephone 
service. 
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Electric  and  telephone  construction  loans  are  self-liquidating  within 
a  period  not  to  exceed  35  years  at  2  percent  interest. 

Loan  authorization. — The  1967  budget  proposes  substantial  re¬ 
ductions  in  the  ceilings  on  loan  funds  for  this  agency.  For  rural 
electrification  loans,  the  budget  request  cuts  the  amount  from 
$365,000,000  for  FY  1966  to  $220,000,000  for  FY  1967,  a  reduction 
of  $145,000,000.  The  reduction  proposed  for  rural  telephone  loans 
is  from  the  FY  1966  level  of  $97,000,000  to  $85,000,000  for  the  next 
fiscal  year,  a  reduction  of  $12,000,000. 

The  Committee  has  restored  the  1966  ceiling  of  $365,000,000  for 
electrification  loans,  of  which  $72,500,000  has  been  placed  in  a  con¬ 
tingency  reserve  fund  to  enable  REA  to  meet  additional  demands  as 
needed.  Also,  it  has  approved  $97,000,000  for  telephone  loans,  in¬ 
cluding  a  $6,000,000  contingency  reserve  to  meet  the  needs  as  they 
develop.  The  problems  of  today,  with  increasing  shortages  of  farm 
labor,  call  for  more  electricity  and  telephone  service,  not  less. 

According  to  testimony  presented  by  the  REA  Administrator,  the 
requirements  of  the  rural  electrification  systems  are  expected  to  in¬ 
crease  2)4  times  in  the  near  future — from  47  billion  kilowatt-hours 
in  1965  to  an  estimated  116  billion  kilowatt-hours  in  1980.  This 
is  in  line  with  expanding  needs  for  electricity  by  all  segments  of 
our  popidation.  Average  monthly  kilowatt-hour  consumption  by 
farm  and  rural  consumers  increased  by  nearly  100  kilowatt-hours  in 
the  past  four  years,  to  a  present  average  of  456  kilowatt-hours  per 
month.  There  are  now  5.3  million  consumers  being  served  on  REA 
lines. 

With  the  current  attention  being  given  to  the  improvement  of  our 
rural  economy  through  the  development  of  small  industries  and  other 
revenue  producing  enterprises  in  rural  areas,  it  is  essential  that  ample 
sources  of  power  be  assured  to  such  areas.  Opportunities  of  this  na¬ 
ture  are  directly  affected  by  the  ready  availability  of  electric  power  at 
reasonable  costs.  Electricity  provides  a  vital  key  to  better  living  and 
greater  economic  opportunities. 

The  1967  budget  contemplates  a  “dual  financing  plan”  which 
would  provide  additional  capital  to  REA  borrowers  from  private 
sources  at  prevailing  interest  rates.  It  is  understood  that  such  a 
plan  would  likely  apply  to  those  REA  cooperatives  which  could 
afford  to  meet  the  higher  interest  costs.  It  is  also  understood  that 
2%  money  would  continue  to  be  made  available  to  those  borrowers 
which  could  not  meet  the  additional  cost  due  to  sparsely  populated 
service  areas  or  high  operating  costs.  In  this  connection,  it  is 
important  to  realize  that  consumer  density  on  REA  lines  is  about 
3.3  consumers  to  the  mile  as  compared  to  33  consumers  per  mile  for 
the  larger  private  utility  companies. 

The  Committee  is  aware  of  the  dual  financing  proposal  and  its 
possible  effect  on  the  need  for  REA  loan  funds  for  electrification 
purposes.  It  appears  unlikely,  however,  that  such  a  plan,  even  if 
adopted  by  Congress  in  this  session,  could  be  put  into  operation 
rapidly  enough  to  provide  any  significant  amount  of  loan  funds 
during  FY  1967. 

The  primary  function  of  the  Rural  Electrification  system  is  to 
provide  and  distribute  electricity  to  rural  and  farm  customers  at 
reasonable  rates.  The  construction  of  power  generating  facilities 
is  a  secondary  function  considered  to  be  necessary  to  preserve  the 
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bargaining  position  of  REA  Cooperatives  in  securing  power  at 
reasonable  rates  and  under  reasonable  terras.  The  Administrator 
of  REA  is  expected  to  observe  these  basic  concepts  in  carrying  out 
his  responsibilities  under  the  law.  The  Congress  has  always  attempted 
to  protect  the  bargaining  power  of  the  REA  with  respect  to  negotiation 
of  power  contracts  with  private  utility  companies,  through  the 
approval  of  adequate  loan  funds  to  provide  REA-financed  power 
generation  facilities  where  alternative  sources  of  power  are  not 
available  on  proper  terms.  It  charges  the  Administrator  with  the 
responsibility,  in  turn,  to  make  certain  that  every  reasonable  and 
practical  effort  is  made  to  secure  power  from  private  sources  prior 
to  approving  loans  for  new  power  generation  construction. 

The  rural  telephone  program  is  glowing  rapidly  and  is  doing  an 
excellent  job  of  making  service  available  to  rural  people.  The  ex¬ 
panding  demand  from  nearly  100,000  new  subscribers  annually,  and 
the  need  for  improving  and  upgiading  service  in  rural  areas,  has 
caused  a  steady  increase  in  the  receipt  of  telephone  loan  applications. 
These  have  grown  from  $78  million  in  1963,  to  $102  million  in  1964, 
and  to  $112  million  in  1965.  Applications  on  hand  are  expected  to 
rise  to  $157  million  by  June  30,  1966,  and  $159  million  of  new  appli¬ 
cations  are  expected  in  FY  1967. 

The  Committee  is  cognizant  of  this  increasing  demand  for  telephone 
loans  and  is  anxious  to  see  this  service  provided  to  all  who  need  it  on 
a  reasonable  cost  basis.  In  view  of  the  present  demands  of  the  Federal 
budget,  however,  it  has  been  unable  to  provide  all  funds  needed  to 
upgrade  rural  service  as  many  would  like.  It  will  continue  to  look 
with  favor  on  the  expansion  and  improvement  of  rural  telephone 
service  as  rapidly  as  our  Federal  financial  position  will  permit. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — For  the  administrative  costs  of  these  pro¬ 
grams,  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $12,202,000  is  recommended  for 
FY  1967.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  provided  for  the  current  fiscal 
year. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration,  established  November  1,  1946, 
conducts  the  following  primary  activities  : 

Makes  direct  and  insured  farmownership  loans  to  farmers  and 
ranchers  for  acquiring,  enlarging,  or  improving  farms,  including  farm 
buildings,  land  development,  use  and  conservation,  refinancing  in¬ 
debtedness,  and  for  loan-closing  costs.  Loans  are  repayable  in  not 
more  than  40  years  and  bear  interest  not  in  excess  of  5  percent.  In¬ 
sured  loans  are  made  with  funds  advanced  by  private  lenders  and 
payments  of  principal  and  interest  are  fully  guaranteed. 

Makes  direct  and  insured  soil  and  water  conservation  loans  to 
farmers  and  ranchers  and  to  associations  for  the  effective  development 
and  utilization  of  water  supplies  and  for  the  improvement  of  farm¬ 
land  by  soil  and  water  conserving  facilities  and  practices.  Loans  are 
repayable  in  not  more  than  40  years  and  bear  interest  not  in  excess  of 
5  percent.  Insured  loans  are  made  on  the  same  basis  as  farmowner¬ 
ship  insured  loans. 

Makes  direct  operating  loans  to  farmers  and  ranchers  for  costs 
incident  to  reorganizing  a  farming  system  for  more  profitable  opera¬ 
tions,  for  a  variety  of  essential  farm  operating  expenses  such  as 
purchase  of  livestock,  farm  equipment,  feed,  seed,  fertilizer,  and  farm 
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supplies,  for  financing  land  and  water  development,  use  and  conser¬ 
vation,  for  refinancing  indebtedness,  for  other  farm  and  home  needs, 
and  for  loan-closing  costs.  Loans  bear  interest  at  5  percent  and  may 
be  made  for  periods  up  to  7  years,  but  may  be  renewed  for  not  more 
than  5  additional  years. 

Makes  direct  emergency  loans  in  designated  areas  where  a  natural 
disaster  has  caused  a  general  need  for  agricultural  credit  which  cannot 
be  met  for  temporary  periods  of  time  by  private,  cooperative,  or  other 
responsible  sources,  including  the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 
Emergency  loans  bear  interest  not  in  excess  of  3  percent  and  are 
repayable  not  later  than  provided  for  the  regular  loans  for  similar 
purposes. 

Makes  direct  rural  housing  loans  and  grants  for  building  purposes 
and  insured  rural  housing  loans  pursuant  to  title  V  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  to  farm  oAvners,  to  owners  of  other  real 
estate  in  rural  areas,  and  to  long-term  farm  leaseholders  to  construct, 
improve,  alter,  repair,  or  replace  dwellings  and  essential  farm  service 
buildings.  Direct  farm  enlargement  and  development  loans,  along 
with  building  loans,  are  also  made  to  farmowners  on  potentially 
adequate  farms  who  need  to  deA^elop  their  farms  so  as  to  increase 
their  income  sufficiently  to  repay  the  loans.  Loans  are  repayable  in 
not  more  than  33  years  and  bear  interest  at  4  percent. 

Makes  watershed  and  flood  prevention  loans  from  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  under  “Watershed  protection,  Soil  Conservation  Service”  and 
under  “Flood  prevention,  Soil  Conser\-ation  Service.”  Such  loans  are 
made  to  local  organizations  for  installing,  repairing,  or  improving 
Avorks  of  improvement  and  water  storage  facilities,  purchasing  sites 
or  rights-of-Avay  and  for  related  costs.  Loans  are  repayable  in  not 
more  than  50  years  at  an  interest  rate  based  on  specified  outstanding 
obligations  of  the  Treasury. 

Makes  grants  for  the  preparation  of  comprehensive  plans  for  the 
development  of  water  or  seAver  systems  in  rural  areas  pursuant  to 
subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended.  Grants  for  the  preparation  of  comprehensWe 
Avater  and  sewer  plans  may  be  made  to  public  bodies  such  as  counties, 
toAvnships,  planning  commissions,  and  similar  units  of  gOATernment, 
and  such  other  agencies  as  may  liaAre  authorization  to  prepare  such 
official  comprehensive  plans.  The  amount  of  each  such  grant  A\ill 
be  limited  to  the  actual  expenses  for  the  preparation  of  the  plan  Avhich 
are  outside  the  normal  budget  of  the  recipient  organization. 

Makes  grants  for  water  and  sewer  deATelopment  costs  pursuant  to 
subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended.  Development  grants  are  made  to  associations, 
including  corporations  operating  on  a  non-profit  basis,  municipalities, 
and  similar  organizations,  generally  designated  as  public  or  quasi¬ 
public  agencies,  that  propose  projects  for  deATelopment,  storage,  reat- 
ment,  purification,  and  distribution  of  domestic  water  or  the  collec¬ 
tion,  treatment,  or  disposal  of  waste  in  rural  areas.  Such  grants  may 
not  exceed  50  percent  of  the  deATelopment  cost  of  the  projects,  and 
supplement  other  funds  borroAved  or  furnished  by  applicants  to  pay 
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development  costs.  No  loan  or  grants  may  be  made  which  would 
cause  the  unpaid  principal  indebtedness  of  any  association  owed  to 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  together  with  the  amount  of  any 
assistance  in  the  form  of  a  grant,  to  exceed  $4,000,000  at  any  one  time. 

Makes  insured  loans  for  rental  housing  for  the  elderly  pursuant  to 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Such  insured  loans 
are  made  to  individuals,  corporations,  associations,  trusts,  or  part¬ 
nerships  to  provide  moderate  cost  rental  housing  and  related  facilities 
for  elderly  persons  in  rural  areas.  These  loans,  made  with  funds 
advanced  by  private  lenders,  are  repayable  in  the  number  of  years 
best  suited  to  the  individual  case  and  bear  interest  at  5%  percent. 

Makes  direct  loans  for  rental  housing  for  the  elderly  pursuant  to 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Such  direct  loans 
are  made  to  private  nonprofit  corporations  and  consumer  cooperatives 
to  provide  modest  cost  rental  housing  and  related  facilities  for  elderly 
persons  of  low  or  moderate  income  in  rural  areas.  These  direct  loans, 
made  from  the  Rural  housing  for  the  elderly  revolving  fund,  are  re¬ 
payable  in  not  more  than  50  years  and  bear  interest  at  a  rate  similar 
to  that  of  the  direct  loan  program  of  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency  for  the  elderly  in  urban  areas  which  is  currently  3%  percent. 

Provides  technical  assistance  and  makes  direct  loans  for  rural 
renewal  activity  pursuant  to  section  102  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962.  Loans  are  made  to  local  agencies  or  groups  for  rural 
renewal  projects  specifically  related  to  conservation  and  land  utiliza¬ 
tion.  Each  project  financed  with  loan  funds  will  be  an  important 
component  of  an  overall  rural  renewal  plan  developed  to  rebuild  the 
economy  of  the  designated  area.  To  be  eligible  for  designation  as 
a  rural  renewal  area,  the  locality  must  be  one  of  chronic  under¬ 
employment  on  farms  and  unemployment  in  the  surrounding  communi¬ 
ties.  The  area  must  also  be  one  in  which  agriculture  or  forestry  con¬ 
tribute  substantially  to  the  economy.  Rural  renewal  loans  are  repay¬ 
able  in  not  more  than  30  years,  with  repayment  of  principal  and 
interest  deferred  up  to  5  years,  if  necessary.  Loans  bear  interest  at 
the  average  rate  paid  by  the  U.S.  Treasury  on  obligations  of  similar 
maturity.  The  present  rate  is  3.137  percent.  Loans  in  excess  of 
$250,000  require  approval  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the 
House  and  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate. 

Makes  insured  farm  labor  housing  loans  pursuant  to  title  V  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Such  insured  loans  are  made  either 
to  a  farm  owner  or  to  a  public  or  private  nonprofit  organization  to 
provide  modest  living  quarters  and  related  facilities  for  domestic 
farm  labor.  These  loans,  which  are  made  with  funds  advanced  by 
private  lenders,  are  repayable  in  not  more  than  33  years.  Otherwise, 
insured  farm  labor  housing  loans  are  subject  to  the  same  terms  and 
limitations  applicable  to  other  types  of  insured  loans,  except  that 
these  loans  are  not  limited  to  family  farms  or  to  any  specific  amount. 

In  fiscal  year  1965,  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  began  to 
make  direct  resource  conservation  and  development  loans  from  funds 
appropriated  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  under  “Resource  con- 
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servation  and  development.”  Loans  are  made  to  local  organizations 
and  individuals  for  planned  conservation  measures  and  works  of  im¬ 
provement  as  specified  in  approved  work  plans. 

Direct  loan  account. — Pursuant  to  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961,  a  direct  loan  account  was  established  in 
fiscal  year  1962.  Collections  of  principal  and  interest  on  loans  out¬ 
standing  are  deposited  in  the  direct  loan  account  and  are  available 
for  principal  and  interest  payments  on  borrowings  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  and  for  making  additional  loans  for  (a)  farm 
ownership,  (b)  soil  and  water  conservation,  and  (c)  operating  pur¬ 
poses.  Such  loans  may  be  made  only  in  such  amounts  as  may  be 
authorized  in  annual  appropriation  acts. 

As  of  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1966  it  is  estimated  that  this  account 
will  have  a  balance  on  hand  of  $99,744,355.  Estimated  collections 
in  fiscal  year  1967  of  $333,942,000  will  provide  a  total  of  $433,686,335 
for  1967  loan  purposes. 

From  this  amount,  the  bill  includes  loan  authorizations  of  $390,- 
000,000  for  FY  1967,  including  $300,000,000  for  farm  operating  loans, 
the  same  amount  as  approved  for  FY  1966  and  the  full  budget  esti¬ 
mate.  It  also  provides  $90,000,000  for  real  estate  loans,  including 
$5,000,000  for  farm  ownership  loans,  and  $85,000,000  for  soil  and 
water  loans. 

An  increase  of  $55,000,000  is  included  for  soil  and  vrater  loans,  pri¬ 
marily  for  rural  community  water  and  sewer  systems.  Public  Law 
89-240  increases  the  single  association  loan  limit  to  $4,000,000  and 
permits  loans  for  waste  disposal  facilities.  This  has  greatly  increased 
the  demand  for  loans  to  public  bodies,  including  both  direct  and  in¬ 
sured  loans  in  1967  w'hich  wdll  total  $83,000,000 — an  increase  of 
$20,000,000  above  the  total  of  such  loans  in  1966. 

The  amount  provided  for  farm  ownership  loans  is  a  reduction  of 
$40,000,000  in  the  1966  authorization.  In  view  of  the  increased 
authority  available  for  insured  loans,  it  is  estimated  that  most  of  the 
demand  for  farm  ownership  loans  in  1967  will  be  met  through  the  use 
of  the  insured  loans  authorized  by  P.L.  89-240.  It  is  estimated  that 
direct  and  insured  loans  for  this  purpose  in  1967  will  total  $235,000- 
000,  the  same  level  expected  for  1966. 

No  additional  loan  authorizations  for  land  stabilization,  conserva¬ 
tion  and  erosion  control  practices  in  the  Appalachian  region  are 
recommended.  The  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1965 
(approved  April  30,  1965),  provided  an  appropriation  of  $7.1  million 
for  this  purpose.  Due  to  the  lateness  of  the  appropriation  and  the 
fact  that  state  programs  of  work  wrere  not  yet  approved,  as  required 
by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  no  funds  were 
used  in  1965.  Therefore,  the  full  $7.1  million  is  available  for  this 
purpose  in  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967.  In  addition,  the  regular  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department  are  also  available  in  this  region  as  in  every 
other  area  of  the  United  States. 

Rural  water  and  waste  disposal  grants. — This  new  program  was 
established  by  subtitle  A  of  the  legislation  adopted  last  session  (P.L. 
89-240)  to  provide  grants  for  the  development  of  water  or  sewer 
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systems  in  rural  areas.  The  amount  of  the  grant  may  not  exceed  50 
percent  of  the  total  cost  of  the  project. 

The  full  budget  request  of  $26,000,000  is  recommended  for  the  next 
fiscal  year,  an  increase  of  $6,000,000  over  the  amount  provided  in 
the  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act  of  1966  to  initiate  this  program. 
During  the  present  year,  531  communities  have  been  assisted  through 
these  loans  to  date.  It  is  estimated  that  there  are  a  total  of  30,000 
rural  communities  without  adequate  water  supplies. 

Rural  housing  direct  loan  account. — Title  X  of  Public  Law  89-117 
(Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1965),  approved  August  10, 
1965,  amends  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  to  provide  for  the 
establishment  of  a  Rural  Housing  Direct  Loan  Account.  This 
amendment  also  authorizes  the  transfer  to  the  Rural  Housing  Direct 
Loan  Account  of  (1)  all  funds,  claims,  notes,  mortgages,  contracts,  and 
property,  and  all  collections  and  proceeds  therefrom  under  the  direct 
loan  provisions  of  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  and  any  un¬ 
expended  balances  of  amounts  borrowed  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  under  section  511  of  the  Act,  and  (2)  all  unexpended  balances 
of  appropriations  for  direct  loans  under  title  V,  including  funds 
authorized  for  direct  elderly  rental  housing  loans  by  section  515(a) 
of  the  Act. 

During  the  1965  fiscal  year,  a  total  of  $130,949,537  was  obligated 
for  building  loans.  Also,  $26,450  was  obligated  for  enlargement  and 
devleopment  loans,  and  $1,120,390  was  used  for  loans  for  rental  hous¬ 
ing  for  the  elderly.  Such  obligations  totaled  $132,096,377. 

During  the  1966  fiscal  year,  it  is  estimated  that  obligations  for  build¬ 
ing  loans  will  total  $60,450,000,  and  loans  for  rental  housing  for  the 
elderly  will  total  $5,000,000.  Such  loan  obligations  total  $65,450,000. 
Most  rural  housing  loans  will  be  made  on  an  insured  basis  under  the 
new  Rural  Housing  Insurance  Fund. 

It  is  estimated  that  as  of  June  30,  1966,  this  account  will  have  a 
balance  of  $105,393,359.  Estimated  collections  of  $71,599,000  in  FY 
1967  will  provide  a  total  of  $176,992,359  for  loan  purposes  in  FY  1967. 

The  bill  provides  an  authorization  to  use  $15,000,000  of  this  amount 
during  the  next  fiscal  year  for  rural  housing  loans  covered  by  this  ac¬ 
count.  This  includes  $10,000,000  for  biulding  loans  and  $5,000,000 
for  elderly  rental  housing  loans  which  have  been  transferred  to  this 
fund  as  outlined  above. 

Rural  housing  jor  domestic  farm  labor. — This  program  is  carried  out 
under  section  516  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  (Public 
Law  88-560).  The  program  provides  for  sharing  up  to  two-thirds  of 
the  total  development  cost  of  farm  labor  housing  projects. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $3,000,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  the 
coming  year.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  appropriated  for  FY  1966. 
The  Committee  intends  that  such  grants  be  limited  to  public  non¬ 
profit  organizations,  and  has  retained  language  in  the  bill  for  this 
purpose. 

Rural  renewal. — The  rural  renewal  program  was  authorized  by 
section  102  of  the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962.  The  program 
provides  technical  assistance  to  locally  initiated  and  sponsored 
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demonstration  projects.  Loans  are  made  to  local  public  agencies  or 
groups  for  rural  renewal  development  projects  specifically  related  to 
conservation  and  land  utilization.  To  be  eligible  for  designation  as  a 
rural  renewal  area,  the  locality  must  be  one  of  chronic  underemploy¬ 
ment  on  farms  and  unemployment  in  the  surrounding  communities 
and  where  agriculture  or  forestry  contributes  substantially  to  the 
economy. 

The  full  budget  request  of  $1,200,000  is  recommended  for  FY  1967, 
the  same  amount  as  provided  for  FY  1966. 

Salaries  and  expenses. — The  Committee  recommends  an  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  next  fiscal  year  of  $51,057,000,  an  increase  of  $1,396,000 
over  F  Y  1966  funds  and  a  decrease  of  $543,000  in  the  budget  estimate. 

In  addition,  the  Committee  has  restored  language  in  the  bill  which 
authorizes  the  use  of  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  funds  available  for 
the  various  new  programs  administered  by  this  agency  for  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  temporary  personnel  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload 
increases.  * 

The  amount  approved  includes  an  increase  of  $500,000  for  servicing 
additional  loans  under  the  various  programs  assigned  to  this  agency. 
With  the  $500,000  authorized  for  transfer,  a  total  of  $1,000,000  will 
be  available  in  the  coming  year  for  this  purpose.  The  increase  is 
approved  (1)  to  provide  real  estate  appraisal  and  engineering  assist¬ 
ance,  (2)  to  strengthen  the  county  office  staffs  working  directly  with 
applicants  for  loans,  (3)  to  meet  the  added  cost  of  county  committee 
expense  involved  in  reviewing  applications  and  certifying  loans,  and 
(4)  to  meet  the  other  related  administrative  costs. 

The  sum  of  $150,000  is  included  in  the  bill  to  administer  the  con¬ 
servation  loan  program  in  Appalachia.  In  addition,  $400,000  is 
provided  to  cover  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301.  A 
reduction  of  $54,000  is  recommended  due  to  unauthorized  transfers, 
as  previously  described,  to  the  Rural  Community  Development 
Service  ($42,000)  and  the  National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food 
and  Fiber  ($12,000). 

An  additional  $400,000  is  provided  under  this  appropriation  to 
enable  this  agency  to  handle  community  development  projects  in 
rural  areas  through  its  existing  field  offices.  As  outlined  earlier 
in  this  report,  the  Committee  feels  that  this  agency  is  in  the  best  m 
position  to  carry  out  the  Department’s  rural  area  development  ^ 
activities  throughout  rural  America. 

Title  III — Corporations  (Including  P.L.  480  and  Other 
Foreign  Assistance  Programs) 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

The  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  is  a  wholly  owned  Governl 
ment  corporation  created  February  16,  1938  to  carry  out  the  Federa- 
Crop  Insurance  Act.  Its  purpose  is  to  promote  the  national  welfare 
by  improving  the  economic  stability  of  agriculture  through  a  sound 
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system  of  crop  insurance  and  providing  the  means  for  research  and 
experience  helpful  in  devising  and  establishing  such  insurance. 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural  producers  by  the  Corporation 
provides  protection  from  losses  caused  by  unavoidable  natural  hazards, 
such  as  insect  and  wildlife  damage,  plant  diseases,  fire,  drought,  flood, 
wind,  and  other  weather  conditions.  It  does  not  indemnify  producers 
for  losses  resulting  from  negligence  or  failure  to  observe  good  farming 
practices. 

The  Committee  recommends  a  total  of  $12,492,000  for  administra¬ 
tive  and  operating  expenses  during  FY  1967,  $8,342,000  by  direct 
appropriation  and  $4,150,000  from  premium  income.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $300,000  over  1966  funds  and  a  net  decrease  of  $54,000  in 
the  budget  estimate.  It  is  proposed  that  one-half  of  the  increase 
come  from  appropriated  funds  and  one-half  come  from  premium 
income. 

The  increase  is  provided  to  extend  the  program  to  40  additional 
counties  in  FY  1967  and  to  expand  the  number  of  crops  and  the 
acreage  insured  as  follows : 


1965 

1966 

1967 

Counties _  __ _ _  ... _  -  _  _ 

1,214 
2,781 
450, 633 
15, 379 

1,304 
3, 069 
491, 000 
17, 860 

1,344 
3,163 
506,  000 
18,877 

County  pro  prams.  -  _  __  _  __  - 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

The  Corporation  was  organized  October  17,  1933,  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  Delaware,  as  an  agency  of  the  United  States,  and  was 
managed  and  operated  in  close  affiliation  with  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation.  On  July  1,  1939,  it  was  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  by  the  President’s  Reorganization  Plan  I. 
On  July  1,  1948,  it  was  established  as  an  agency  and  instrumentality 
of  the  United  States  under  a  permanent  Federal  charter  by  Public 
Law  80-806,  as  amended.  Its  operations  are  conducted  pursuant  to 
this  charter  and  other  specific  legislation. 

\  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  engages  in  buying,  selling, 
'  lending,  and  other  activities  with  respect  to  agricultural  commodities, 
then’  products,  food,  feeds,  and  fibers.  Its  purposes  include  stabil¬ 
izing,  supporting,  and  protecting  farm  income  and  prices;  assisting 
in  the  maintenance  of  balance  and  adequate  supplies  of  such  com¬ 
modities;  and  facilitating  their  orderly  distribution.  The  Corporation 
also  makes  available  materials  and  facilities  required  in  connection 
with  the  production  and  marketing  of  such  commodities. 

The  Corporation  is  managed  by  a  board  of  directors  appointed  by 
the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate,  subject  to  the  general 
supervision  and  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  is, 
ex  officio,  a  director  and  chairman  of  the  board.  In  addition,  it  has 
a  bipartisan  advisory  board  of  five  members  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
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dent  to  survey  the  general  policies  of  the  Corporation  and  advise  the 
Secretary  with  respect  thereto. 

Personnel  and  facilities  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  ASC  State  and  county  committees,  and  other  USDA 
agencies  are  used  to  carry  out  Corporation  activities. 

The  Corporation  has  an  authorized  capital  stock  of  $100  million 
held  by  the  United  States  and  authority  to  borrow  up  to  $14.5  billion. 
Funds  are  borrowed  from  the  Federal  Treasury  and  may  also  be  bor¬ 
rowed  from  private  lending  agencies.  In  connection  with  loan  guar¬ 
antees,  the  Corporation  reserves  a  sufficient  amount  of  its  borrowing 
authority  to  purchase  at  any  time  all  notes  and  other  obligations 
evidencing  loans  made  by  lending  agencies  or  certificates  of  interest 
issued  in  connection  with  the  financing  of  price-support  operations. 
All  bonds,  notes,  debentures,  and  similar  obligations  issued  by  the 
Corporation  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
as  required  by  the  act  of  March  8,  1939  (15  U.S.C.  713a-4). 

The  budget  is  based  on  the  following  types  of  programs :  price  sup¬ 
port,  commodity  export,  storage  facilities,  foreign  purchase,  and 
special  activities. 

Reimbursement  for  net  realized  losses.—' The  Committee  has  included 
$3,500,000,000  in  the  bill  to  restore  capital  impairment  for  fiscal  years 
1964  and  1965.  Of  this  amount,  $507,834,256  covers  the  unreimbursed 
balance  for  FY  1964.  The  amount  recommended  is  $700,000,000 
above  the  1966  appropriation  and  will  be  more  than  adequate  to 
finance  the  operations  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  the 
coming  fiscal  year. 

The  proposed  reduction  of  $55,855,000  in  the  budget  request  is 
based  on  two  principal  factors.  First,  the  latest  information  available 
indicates  a  probable  reduction  in  production  of  certain  feed  grains, 
cotton,  and  dairy  products  which  will  reduce  the  price  support  demands 
upon  the  Corporation.  Second,  the  Department  has  announced  a 
program  for  the  competitive  sale  of  cotton  as  required  by  law  for 
delivery  in  August.  The  Corporation  now  has  in  excess  of  $1  billion 
of  cotton  on  hand,  plus  outstanding  loans  of  around  $800  million. 
This  sales  program  should  reduce  stocks  of  CCC  cotton  and  increase 
funds  available  from  such  sales  to  meet  the  general  purposes  of  the 
Corporation. 

Limitation  on  administrative  expenses.- — -The  budget  request  of 
$34,300,000  is  recommended  for  next  year,  a  reduction  of  $2,350,000 
in  funds  authorized  in  FY  1966. 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

A  number  of  statutes  provide  for  the  facilities  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  be  used  in  carrying  out  programs  for  the  ex¬ 
portation  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  to  reimburse  the  Corporation  for  costs  incurred  in  connection 
with  such  programs. 

Prior  to  fiscal  year  1962,  the  Corporation  was  reimbursed  for  the 
costs  of  these  activities  by  appropriations  subsequent  to  incurrence 
of  the  costs.  Beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  1962,  the  Congress  added 
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funds  to  place  these  activities  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis,  appropriating 
for  estimated  costs  in  fiscal  year  1962.  Subsequent  bills  have  included 
funds  for  each  ensuing  fiscal  year  on  the  same  basis  as  for  other 
programs  of  the  Department. 

Foreign  assistance  programs  are  currently  being  carried  out  pursuant 
to  the  following  specific  authorizations: 

Public  Law  480  (Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act— 7  U.S.C  1701-1736): 

Sales  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for  foreign  currencies: 
Under  title  I  of  the  act,  surplus  agricultural  commodities  are 
sold  for  foreign  currencies.  Within  certain  limitations,  these 
currencies  may  then  be  used  by  the  U.S.  Government  for  agri¬ 
cultural  market  development,  purchase  of  strategic  materials, 
military  equipment  facilities  and  services  for  the  common  defense, 
payment  of  U.S.  obligations,  military  bousing,  and  other  specified 
purposes. 

Commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly 
peoples:  Under  title  II,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
makes  its  surplus  stocks  of  agricultural  commodities  available  for 
famine  relief  and  other  assistance  to  friendly  nations  and  friendly 
peoples  hi  meeting  famine  or  other  relief  requirements  and  to  pay 
ocean  freight  charges  for  the  shipment  of  donated  commodities. 

Long-term  supply  contracts:  Under  title  IV  the  President  is 
authorized  to  make  agreements  with  friendly  nations  under  which 
the  United  States  could  deliver  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
over  periods  of  up  to  10  years  and  accept  payment  in  dollars  with 
interest  over  periods  of  up  to  20  years. 

Appropriations  are  authorized  to  reimburse  the  Corporation  for 
its  cost  in  carrying  out  these  programs. 

International  Wheat  Agreement  (7  U.S.C.  1641-1642) :  The  program 
provides  an  assured  market  for  wheat  to  exporting  countries  at  stable 
and  equitable  prices.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  makes 
available  wheat  or  wheat  flour  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the 
agreement,  including  the  payment-in-kind  to  the  exporter  for  the 
difference  between  the  prevailing  sales  price  of  wheat  under  the  agree¬ 
ment  and  the  market  price.  A  cash  payment  for  this  differential  is 
made  for  flour. 

Bartered  materials  for  supplemental  stockpile:  Under  title  II  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1956  (7  U.S.C.  1856),  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  transfers  to  the  supplemental  stockpile  strategic  and 
other  materials  acquired  as  a  result  of  barter  and  exchange  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  other  than  those  acquired  for  the  national 
stockpile  or  for  other  purposes.  Appropriations  are  authorized  for 
the  value  of  materials  transferred  at  the  lower  of  cost  or  market 
value  at  the  time  of  the  transfer. 

Public  Law  480. — The  bill  carries  the  full  budget  request  of 
$1,617,000,000  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  a  net  reduction  of  $41,000,000 
in  funds  appropriated  for  the  current  year.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  includes  $1,040,000,000  for  Title  I  foreign  currency  sales,  a 
reduction  of  $104,000,000,  $200,000,000  for  Title  II  donations,  a 
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reduction  of  $98,500,000,  and  $377,000,000  for  Title  IV  long-term 
credit  sales,  an  increase  of  $161,500,000. 

The  projected  decrease  of  Title  I  sales  of  $104,000,000  is  due  to  two 
factors — lower  support  prices  on  wheat  and  cotton  beginning  with  the 
1966  crop — and  a  decrease  in  ocean  transportation  costs  due  to  a 
change  in  the  law  which  will  require  foreign  countries  to  finance 
freight  costs  at  foreign-flag  rates  for  shipments  in  U.S.  flag  vessels. 
Previously,  PL  480  appropriations  financed  the  entire  cost  of  shipments 
in  U.S.  ships. 

The  reduction  of  $98,500,000  for  Title  II  donations  results  from  an 
expected  reduction  in  the  quantity  of  shipments  of  corn,  wheat  and 
dried  milk  to  be  made  under  this  title  in  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
Also,  an  unobligated  balance  of  $83,000,000  of  1966  funds  will  be 
available  in  FY  1967. 

The  increase  of  $161,500,000  for  long-term  credit  sales  under  Title 
IV  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  FY  1966  appropriation  is  an  estimated 
$115,000,000  short  of  meeting  obligations  to  be  incurred  under  the 
basic  legislation.  This  amount  is  added  to  the  1967  request. 

International  Wheat  Agreement. — An  appropriation  of  $40,000,000 
is  recommended  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$12,456,000  over  the  1966  appropriation  and  is  a  reduction  of 
$20,000,000  in  the  budget  estimate.  The  full  amount  provided  will 
be  reimbursed  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  cover  prior 
year  costs  of  this  program.  CCC  will  continue  to  finance  this  program 
under  its  commodity  export  authority,  in  the  absence  of  the  renewal 
of  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act. 

Bartered  materials  for  supplemental  stockpile.— No  additional  funds 
are  included  in  the  bill  for  this  purpose.  The  Committee  feels  that  the 
expected  carryover  of  about  $28,000,000  of  prior  year  balances  should 
adequately  finance  this  program  in  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

Title  IV — Related  Agencies 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

Limitation  on  administrative  expenses.- — The  Administration  super¬ 
vises,  examines,  and  provides  facilities  and  services  to  a  coordinated 
system  of  farm  credit  banks  and  associations  making  loans  to  farmers 
and  their  cooperatives.  Services  and  facilities  furnished  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  facilitate  the  operations  of  the  several  agencies  and  their 
progress  toward  farmer  ownership.  Typical  services  are:  custody  of 
collateral  for  bonds  and  debentures,  assistance  in  financing  and  invest¬ 
ments,  credit  analysis,  development  of  land  ajipraisal  standards  and 
policies,  preparation  of  reports  and  budgets,  and  preparation  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  information  on  farm  credit.  All  expenses  of  these  activities 
are  paid  by  assessments  collected  from  the  banks  and  associations  of 
the  farm  credit  system. 

Since  December  4,  1953,  the  Administration  has  been  an  inde¬ 
pendent  agency  under  the  direction  of  a  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board 
(12  U.S.C.  636b) .  The  Administration,  originally  created  by  Executive 
Order  No.  6084  on  May  27,  1933,  was  transferred  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  on  July  1,  1939,  by  Recorganization  Plan  No.  1. 
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The  Committee  recommends  the  full  budget  request  of  $3,032,000 
for  FY  1967,  an  increase  of  $14,000  to  cover  pay  costs  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  89-301. 

NATIONAL  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  FOOD  AND  FIBER 

The  National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber  was  estab¬ 
lished  by  Executive  Order  11256,  dated  November  4,  1965,  to  assist 
the  President’s  Committee  on  Food  and  Fiber,  established  in  the  same 
Executive  Order,  to  carry  out  its  primary  function  of  appraising 
existing  and  alternative  agricultural  policies  and  related  foreign  trade 
policies. 

The  Commission  must  submit  its  final  report  and  recommendations 
to  the  Committee  no  later  than  18  months  after  the  date  of  its  first 
meeting  in  January  1966,  and  must  terminate  within  90  days  there¬ 
after.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  Commission  will  make  its  final 
report  and  recommendations  in  July  and  terminate  in  October,  1967. 
)  For  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  bill  includes  $350,000  for  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  tliis  new  Commission,  a  reduction  of  $295,000  in  the  budget 
request.  The  amount  recommended  represents  an  actual  increase  of 
$150,000  over  the  $200,000  made  available  by  unauthorized  transfer 
to  establish  this  group  during  the  present  fiscal  year.  As  pointed  out 
earlier  in  this  report,  the  Committee  does  not  favor  transfers  involving 
a  diversion  of  funds  without  appropriate  Congressional  approval. 

In  view  of  the  extensive  study  given  to  our  food  and  fiber  situation 
by  various  agencies  of  the  Department  through  the  years,  and  in 
view  of  the  study  of  the  food  industry  by  the  National  Commission  on 
Food  Marketing  during  the  past  two  years,  the  amount  proposed  for 
this  additional  study  should  be  adequate. 

TITLE  V — GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

The  general  provisions  contained  in  the  accompanying  bill  for  fiscal 
year  1967  are  essentially  the  same  as  those  included  in  previous 
appropriation  bills. 

Section  501  authorizes  the  purchase  of  421  passenger  motor  vehicles 
during  fiscal  year  1967.  This  will  permit  the  replacement  of  vehicles 
)  which  have  reached  the  Federal  replacement  standard  of  6  years  or 
60,000  miles. 

No  additional  passenger  vehicles  are  allowed  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year.  Data  from  the  Department  indicates  that  it  had  a  total  of 
nearly  30,000  vehicles  as  of  June  30,  1965,  of  which  about  2600  were 
passenger  cars  and  nearly  300  were  station  wagons  and  buses.  Recent 
reports  from  the  General  Accounting  Office  indicate  that  additional 
vehicles  are  not  needed. 

In  the  interests  of  clarity,  and  pursuant  to  Committee  policy  an¬ 
nounced  last  year,  a  new  Section  507  has  been  added  to  the  general 
provisions  of  this  bill  which  provides  that — - 

No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall 
remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year 
unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 
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LIMITATIONS  AND  LEGISLATIVE  PROVISIONS 

The  following  limitations  and  legislative  provisions  not  heretofore 
carried  in  any  appropriation  act  are  included  in  the  bill: 

On  page  25,  in  connection  with  the  Cropland  Adjustment  Program: 

Provided,  that  agreements  entered  into  during  the  fiscal  year 
1967  shall  not  require  payments  during  the  calendar  year  1967 
exceeding  $95 ,000 ,000 . 

On  page  32,  in  connection  with  the  Rural  Housing  Direct  Loan 
Account: 

For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  section 
518(d)  oj  the  Housing  Act  oj  19^9  (79  Stat.  500),  $15,000,000 
shall  be  available  from  funds  in  the  rural  housing  direct  loan 
account. 


PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS 
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[Report  No.  1446] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  22, 1966 

Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following- 
bill  ;  which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes;  namely: 


I 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
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18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 
consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran¬ 
tine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided ,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  emplo3unent  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further , 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of 
not  to  exceed  two  for  replacement  only:  Provided  further , 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant 
to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve¬ 
ments,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  construct¬ 
ing  any  one  building  (except  hcadhouses  connecting  green¬ 
houses)  shall  not  exceed  $20,000,  except  for  six  buildings 
to  he  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
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$45,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building 
during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 
Provided  further,  That  the  limitations  on  alterations  con¬ 
tained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $100,000 
for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for ;  home 
economics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at 
a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100;  $120,673,000,  and  in 
addition  not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  from  funds  available 
under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with 
this  appropriation,  of  which  $10,619,000  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended  for  construction  and  improvement  of 
facilities  without  regard  to  limitations  contained  herein,  and 
$5,401,300  shall  he  used  to  continue  research  activities 
scheduled  for  reduction  or  elimination  in  fiscal  years  1966 
and  1967 :  Provided That  the  limitations  contained  herein 
shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry 
out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113a)  ; 
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Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 
114b-c) ,  $76,764,000  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects 
and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emer¬ 
gency  conditions:  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall  be  used  to 
formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require  minimum 
matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies  which 
threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  industries  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appropriations 
or  funds  available  to  the  agencies  or  corporations  of 
the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem  necessary, 
to  be  available  only  in  such  emergencies  for  the  arrest  and 
eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious 
pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases 
of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in 
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poultry,  and  for  expenses  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of 
February  28,  1947,  as  amended,  and  any  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts ; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  sub¬ 
professional  and  junior  scientific  help  to  be  employed  under 
contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work 
at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than 
$2,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for 
the  previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator 
of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental  re¬ 
search  programs  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so 
used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropria¬ 
tion  otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Re¬ 
search”. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned 
by  the  United  States  for  market  development  research  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  104  (a)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry 
research  and  other  functions  related  thereto  authorized  by 
section  104  (k)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
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Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704(a) 
(k)  ) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $3,000,000: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  other  appropriations  for  these  purposes,  for  payments 
in  the  foregoing  currencies:  Provided  further,  That  funds 
appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  for  payments  in  such 
foreign  currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are  needed 
and  can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  paragraph:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$25,000  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  payments 
in  foreign  currencies  for  expenses  of  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574)  f  as  amended  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 


Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facil¬ 
ities,  and  for  other  expenses,  including  $48,113,000,  to 
carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved 
March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11, 


1955  (7  U.S.C. 
the  United  States 


361a— 361  i ) ,  including  administration  by 
Department  of  Agriculture;  $2,500,000 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


7 


for  grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research  under  the  Act 
approved  October  10,  1962  (16  U.S.C.  582a — 582a-7)  ; 
$2,000,000  in  addition  to  funds  otherwise  available  for  con¬ 
tracts  and  grants  for  scientific  research  under  the  Act  of 
August  4,  1965  (79  Stat.  431)  ;  $2,000,000  for  grants  for 
facilities  under  the  Act  approved  July  22,  1963  (77  Stat. 
90)  ;  $310,000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experi¬ 
ment  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as 
amended;  and  $304,000  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Co¬ 
operative  State  Research  Service,  including  administration 
of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574),  and 
not  to  exceed  $50,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  ;  in  all, 
$55,227,000. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments  for 
cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the 
Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (7 
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U.S.C.  341-349),  to  be  distributed  under  sections  3(b) 
and  3  (c)  of  the  Act,  $74,347,500;  and  payments  and  con¬ 
tracts  for  such  work  under  section  204  (b)  —205  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624), 
$1,570,000;  in  all,  $75,917,500:  Provided,  That  funds 
hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of 
June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto  Eico 
prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Eederal  sources 
for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Eetirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  Eor  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Eederal  re¬ 
tirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $8,139,500. 

Penalty  mail:  Eor  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,113,000. 

Eederal  Extension  Service:  Eor  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962 
(7  U.S.C.  341-349),  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  IT.S.C.  1621-1627),  and 
to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  exten- 
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sion  work  of  tire  Department  and  the  several  States  and 
insular  possessions,  $2,654,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  and  for  conducting  research  re¬ 
lating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer  co¬ 
operatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,175,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in¬ 
cluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm 
irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reser¬ 
voirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 
mapping  of  soil;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase  and 
erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation 
and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $109,235,000:  Provided,  That 
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the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  purchased,  erected,  or 
as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  water 
supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the  same  to  any 
such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  acquired 
in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes, 
shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  he  con¬ 
structed  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings 
to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$15,000  per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or  im¬ 
provements  to  other  existing  permanent  buildings  costing 
$2,500  or  more  may  he  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the 
construction  of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the 
Government:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C. 
590a-590f)  in  demonstration  projects:  Provided  further, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  he  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed 
$5,000  shall  be  available  for  emplo}ment  under  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided 
further,  That  qualified  local  engineers  may  be  temporarily 
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employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  plan¬ 
ning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PLANNING 

If  or  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investiga¬ 
tions  and  planning,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  IT.S.C. 
1001-1008) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $6,142,- 
000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head:  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  he  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574) ,  and  not  to 
exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a) . 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  river  basin  surveys 
and  investigations,  and  research,  and  to  carry  out  preventive 
measures,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  opera¬ 
tions,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and 
changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.O.  1001-1008),  and  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) , 
to  remain  available  until  expended,  $67,020,000,  with  which 
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shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed 
protection  purposes:  Provided,  That  .this  appropriation  shall 
he  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.O.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  he  available 
for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$5,000,000,  together  with  the  unobligated  balance  of  funds 
previously  appropriated  for  loans  and  related  expense,  shall 
he  available  for  such  purposes. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 
16  U.S.C.  1006a),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a),  to  remain  available  until  expended;  $25,654,000, 
with  which  shall  he  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Depart- 
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ment  for  flood  prevention  purposes:  Provided ,  That  not  to 
exceed  $200,000,  together  with  the  unobligated  balance  of 
funds  previously  appropriated  for  loans  and  related  expense, 
shall  be  available  for  such  purposes. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p) ,  $16,112,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011 ;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f),$4,- 
347,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  such  amount  shall  be  available 
for  loans  and  related  expenses  under  subtitle  A  of  the  Con¬ 
solidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
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U.S.O.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available 
for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a). 

Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research 
Service  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating 
to  agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.O.  1621-1627),  and  other  laws,  including  economics 
of  marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and 
population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources 
in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and 
farm  finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for 
farm  products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  pros¬ 
pects  for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic  de¬ 
velopment  and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products,  assembly 
and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and  analysis  of 
international  financial  and  monetary  programs  and  policies 
as  they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm 
products;  $12,032,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than 
$350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and 
conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the 
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farmer  and  consumer:  Provided  further,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  he  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That 
not  less  than  $145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  he  available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related 
facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information 
on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commod¬ 
ities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Statistical  Beporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Keporting 
Service  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service 
work,  including  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  co¬ 
ordination  and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  $13,272,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall 
be  available  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  esti¬ 
mates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  commercial 
crop:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  he 
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available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $40,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a) . 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING,  AND  REGULATORY 

PROGRAMS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 
consumer  protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution, 
and  regulatory  programs,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  for  administration  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  payments  to  States ;  including  field  employment 
pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a) ,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a)  to  201  (d) ,  inclusive, 
of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7 
U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Act  of  1946;  $82,757,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 


17 


PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b)),  $1,750,000. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Special  Milk 
Program,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961  ( 
U.S.C.  1446,  note) ,  $50,000,000,  and  in  addition  $53,- 
000,000  shnll  be  transferred  from  funds  available  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c) , 
and  merged  with  this  appropriation. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1751-1760),  $157,000,000,  including  $2,000,000  for  spe¬ 
cial  assistance  to  needy  schools,  as  authorized  by  law:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  he  used  for 
nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said  Act:  Provided, 
H.E,  14596 - 3 
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further,  That  $45,000,000  shall  be  transferred  to  this  ap¬ 
propriation  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act 
of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.O.  612c),  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  $150,000,000,  to  be 
provided  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act 
of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.O.  612c) . 

REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

(SECTION  3  2) 

No  fluids  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  Au¬ 
gust  24,  1935  (7  U.S.O.  612c)  shall  he  used  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  other  than  commodity  program  expenses  as  authorized 
therein,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for 
( 1 )  transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized 
by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  trans¬ 
fers  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  and  (3)  not  more  than 
$2,924,000  for  formulation  and  administration  of  marketing 
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agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1961. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordi¬ 
nate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection 
with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $35,- 
000  for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant 
to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766) ,  $21,088,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $255,000 
of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and 
full  and  complete  information  on  methods  used  by  other 
countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a 
competitive  basis:  Provided,  further,  That,  in  addition,  not 
to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  section 
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32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  TI.S.C. 
01 2c),  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation  and  shall  be 
available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  l-17a) ,  $1,398,000. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  ex¬ 
penses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by 
title  111  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a), 
16  (d) ,  16  (e) ,  16  (f) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g- 
590q;  7  U.S.C.  1010-1011)  ;  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and  1816)  ; 
and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
$126,558,000:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
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$75,803,600  may  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this 
appropriation  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
fund  (including  not  to  exceed  $30,008,000  under  the 
limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  administrative 
expenses)  :  Provided  further,  That  other  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice  for  authorized  activities  may  he  advanced  to  and  merged 
with  this  appropriation:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of 
the  funds  appropriated  or  made  available  under  this  Act 
shall  be  used  ( 1 )  to  influence  the  vote  in  any  referendum ; 
(2)  to  influence  agricultural  legislation,  except  as  permitted 
in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries  or  other  expenses 
of  members  of  county  and  community  committees  estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  for  engaging  in 
any  activities  other  than  advisory  and  supervisory  duties 
and  delegated  program  functions  prescribed  in  administrative 
regulations. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 

$80,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 
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AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Febru¬ 
ary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o),  590p 
(a),  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States,  $220,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Delated  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts, 
1965  and  1966,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1964, 
to  December  31,  1966,  inclusive:  Provided ,  That  none  of 
the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any 
State  information  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the 
answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Provided  f  urther,  That  no 
portion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s  program  may  be 
utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drain¬ 
age  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (HI) , 
4  (IV) ,  and  5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of  the  In- 
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terior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of 
the  United  States,  1956:  Provided  farther,  That  necessary 
amounts  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1967 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  prac¬ 
tices,  including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices,  under 
the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to 
$220,000,000,  excluding  administration,  except  that  no 
participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where 
the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join 
to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  im¬ 
prove  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  alloca¬ 
tion  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee, 
be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out 
the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the  participating 
counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assist¬ 
ance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State 
committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  avail- 
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able  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for 
the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided 
further ,  That  for  the  current  year’s  program  $2,500,000 
shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices:  Provided, 
further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming 
material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants 
thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out 
farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs 
provided  for  herein:  Provided,  further,  That  no  part  of  any 
funds  available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office, 
corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such 
Department,  shall  he  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the 
payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has 
been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  pre¬ 
vent  pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2, 
1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section 
1913,  to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section 
which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the 
payment  of  personal  services  or  other  expenses  designed  to 
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influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or 
oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except 
upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper  official 
channels. 

APPALACHIAN  REGION  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to 
carry  into  effect  section  203  of  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965,  $2,200,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

CROPLAND  CONVERSION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  promote  the  conservation  and 
economic  use  of  land  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
16(e)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
(16  U.S.C.  590h,  590p),  as  amended,  $7,500,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  Cropland 
Adjustment  Program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agricul¬ 
ture  Act  of  1965,  including  reimbursement  to  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  $125,000,000:  Provided,  That  agree¬ 
ments  entered  into  during  the  fiscal  year  1967  shall  not 
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require  payments  during'  the  calendar  year  1967  exceeding 
$95,000,000. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation 
reserve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  O  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and 
1816) ,  and  to  can*y  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$140,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  hank  pro¬ 
grams:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  he  paid 
on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the 
division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on  annual 
payments  to  participants. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 
For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  he  used  for 
the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as 
funds  appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Third  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $5,000,000,  with  which  shall  he  merged  the 
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unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for 
emergency  conservation  measures. 

Kueal  Community  Development  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of 
the  Eural  Community  Development  Service  in  providing 
leadership,  coordination,  liaison,  and  related  services  in  the 
rural  areas  development  activities  of  the  Department, 
$637,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $3), 000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  including  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574)  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a),  $11,254,000. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Act 

For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field 
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employment  pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  $2,400,000. 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
clues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $4,325,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,826,000,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  he  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  he  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  he  available 
to  he  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks 
furnished  by  the  Senators,  Eepresentatives,  and  Delegates 
in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and  not 
less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hundred 
and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Kep- 
resentatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary 
(known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by 
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section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  : 
Provided,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  ex¬ 
hibits  by  the  Department,  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O. 
55a) . 

National  Agricultural  Library 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Dor  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  $2,147,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shall  be  available 
for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5U.S.0.  55a). 

Office  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Manage¬ 
ment  Services  to  provide  management  support  services  to 
selected  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  $2,600,000. 
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General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  mis¬ 
cellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for 
and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  $3,959,000 :  Provided ,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable  appropria¬ 
tions  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as 
required  by  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
1001)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this 
amount  shall  he  available  for  official  reception  and  representa¬ 
tion  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
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1  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 

2  visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  and  to  remain  available 

3  without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accordance  with  section  3  (e) 

4  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  electrification  program, 

5  $365,000,000,  of  which  $72,500,000  shall  be  placed  in 

6  reserve  to  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions 

7  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  cur- 

8  rent  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the 

9  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrifica- 

10  tion  program;  and  rural  telephone  program,  $97,000,000, 

11  of  which  $6,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  bor- 

12  rowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 

13  that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
Id  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 

15  orderly  development  of  the  rural  telephone  program. 

16  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

17  For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 

18  $500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 

19  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 

20  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574),  and  not  to  exceed 

21  $150,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 

22  August  2,  1946  (5  U.8.C.  55a),  $12,202,000.* 
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Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335  (a)  for  which  funds  are  not  other¬ 
wise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921)  ,  as  amended,  may  be 
made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate  loans, 
$90,000,000;  and  operating  loans,  $300,000,000,  of  which 
$50,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  used  only  to 
the  extent  required  during  the  current  fiscal  year  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly 
conduct  of  the  loan  program. 

RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 

For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306 
(a)  (6)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  $26,000,000. 

RURAL  HOUSING  DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  518(d)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (79  Stat.  500), 
$15,000,000  shall  be  available  from  funds  in  the  rural  hous¬ 
ing  direct  loan  account. 
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RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 

For  financial  assistance  to  public  nonprofit  organiza¬ 
tions  for  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  516  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  1486),  $3,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

RURAL  RENEWAL 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  in  carrying  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  section 
32(e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  $1,200,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the 
programs  authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921-1990),  as 
amended,  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(42  U.S.C.  1471-1490),  and  the  Rural  Rehabilitation 
Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3, 
1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444)  ;  $51,057,000,  together  with 
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not  more  than  $2,250,000  of  the  charges  collected  in 
connection  with  the  insurance  of  loans  as  authorized 
by  section  309  (e)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  section 
514(b)  (3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended: 
Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the 
funds  available  for  the  various  programs  administered  by 
this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  for 
temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
IT.S.C.  574)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  in  this  para¬ 
graph  may  be  used  to  administer  a  program  which  makes 
rural  housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

TITLE  III— COKPOEATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  ,to  make 
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such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the 
budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or 
agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $8,342,000. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 
Not  to  exceed  $4,150,000  of  administrative  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  may  he  paid  from  premium  income :  Provided, 
That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Fund  is  insufficient  to  meet  indemnity  payments  and  other 
charges  against  such  Fund,  not  to  exceed  $500,000  may 
be  borrowed  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  under 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe, 
but  repayment  of  such  amount  shall  include  interest  at  a 
rate  not  less  than  the  cost  of  money  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  a  comparable  period. 
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Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 
To  partially  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  net  realized  losses  sustained  but  not  previously  reim¬ 
bursed,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15  U.S.C. 
713a-ll,  713a-12) ,  $3,500,000,000. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $34,300,000  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further,  That 
$945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only  to 
expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corporation 
pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter: 
Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this 
authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned 
pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  be¬ 
come  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations:  Provided 
further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including  legal  and 
special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not 
including  other  personal  services)  in  connection  with  the 
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acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  or  dispo¬ 
sition  of  any  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the  Cor¬ 
poration  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest,  including  expenses 
of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall  be  considered  as  non- 
administrative  expenses  for  the  purposes  hereof. 

PUBLIC  LAW  480 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1967,  not  otherwise 
recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including 
interest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701- 
1709,  1721-1724,  1731-1736),  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  as  follows:  (1)  Sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said  Act, 
$1,040,000,000;  (2)  commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency 
famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said 
Act,  $200,000,000;  and  (3)  long-term  supply  contracts 
pursuant  to  title  IV  of  said  Act,  $377,000,000. 

INTERNATIONAL  WHEAT  AGREEMENT 
For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1967  and  unrecovered 
prior  years’  costs,  including  interest  thereon,  under  the  In¬ 
ternational  Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1641-1642) ,  or  commodity  export  authorities  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  $40,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 
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TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 
limitation  on  administrative  expenses 
Not  to  exceed  $3,032,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber 

expenses 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided,  of  the 
National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber  estab¬ 
lished  to  assist  the  President’s  Committee  on  Food  and  Fiber, 
including  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  TJ.S.C.  55a) ,  $350,000. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  bv  law. 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  he  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  four 
hundred  and  twenty-one  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  re¬ 
placement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 
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Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2131). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine 
manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced  out¬ 
side  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C. 
1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 
with  said  Acts. 
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1  Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 

2  this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the 

3  current  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

4  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul- 

5  ture  and  Delated  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1967”. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  pbuse  passed  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  Rep.  Morri&ui  commended 
record  of  S^retary  Freeman.  Rep.  Fino  criticized  participation  sales  &4JJL.  Rep, 
Gathings  asked  support  for  cotton  promotion  bill.  Rep,  Reifel  criticizedNfarm 
progr£ 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Passed,  366-23,  with  amendments  this  bill, 

H.  R.  14596.  pp.  8503-53,  8565,  8571-2 
Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Whitten,  to  increase  the  funds  for  ASCS  expenses  by  $2  million, 
p.  8541 

By  Rep.  Whitten,  to  reduce  the  appropriation  for  1967  for  the  Cropland 
Adjustment  Program  from  $125  million  to  $90  million,  p.  8544 
By  Rep.  Whitten,  to  reduce  the  advance  authorization  for  the  1967  Cropland 
Adjustment  Program  from  $95  million  to  $80  million,  p.  8544 
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Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Findley,  to  limit  payments  under  the  Sugar  Act  to  $100,000.  p.  8542 
By  Rep.  Rumsfeld,  to  reduce  the  ACP  advance  authorization  from  $220  million 
to  $100  million,  by  a  30-75  vote.  pp.  8542-4 
By  Rep.  Bow,  to  reduce  the  REA  loan  authorizations  from  $365  million  to 
$220  million  ,  by  a  36-79  vote.  pp.  8544-7 
By  Rep.  Fino,  tc  reduce  the  loan  authorizations  under  the  Rural  Housing 
Direct  Loan  Account  from  $15  million  to  $10  million,  pp.  8547-8 
By  Rep.  Findley,  to  require  that  all  administrative  expenses  under  the 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  be  paid  from  premium  income  instead 
of  partly  by  appropriation,  pp.  8548-9 
By  Rep.  Findley,  to  prohibit  assistance  under  Titles  I  and  IV  of  Public 
Law  480  to  any  country  whose  ships  carry  goods  to  North  Vietnam,  by  a 
57-75  vote.  pp.  8549-50 

By  Rep.  Kupferman,  to  limit  expenditures  under  the  bill  to  957,  of  those 
shown  in  the  Budget,  pp.  8550-51 

Agreed  to,  290-98,  a  motion  by  Rep.  Findley  to  recommit  the  bill  with  in¬ 
structions  to  report  it  back  with  the  amendment  that  would  prohibit  agreements 
under  Titles  I  and  IV  of  Public  Law  480  with  countries  whose  ships  carry  goods 
to  North  Vietnam.  The  Committee  then  reported  back  the  bill  with  this  amend¬ 
ment,  and  the  amendment  was  agreed  to.  pp.  8551-2 


n2.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Morrison  commended  the  record  of  Secretary  Freeman,  in 
'response  to  Rep.  Findley’s  recent  comments,  pp.  8584-5 

3.  MONETARY  POLICY.  Rep.  Patman  stated  that  Federal  Reserve  tight  money  policies 

causeNrecession.  pp.  8553-4 

4.  SALES  PARTICIPATION.  Rep.  Patman  inserted  an  AMVETS  statement  favoring  the 

sales  participation  bill.  pp.  0554-5  .X 

5.  RAISINS.  Rep.  SiskXpoke  on  the  importance  of  the  raisin  industry  in  observa¬ 

tion  of  National  Raisin  Week.  pp.  8555-6 

6.  FIREFIGHTERS.  Rep.  Meeds  recommended  passage  of  S. yd.  Res.  86,  to  proclaim 

May  4,  1966,  as  a  day  of  recognition  of  firefighters.  p.  8556 

7.  RESOURCE  DEVELOPMENT.  Extension  orT^markS/dr  Rep.  Hathaway  in  support  of  the 

St.  John-Arcostook  project  and  commencing the  participation  of  SCS_  p.  8580 

8.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  Daily  Digest  state5\that  today  the  House  is  to  consi¬ 

der  H.  R.  10065,  the  equal  opportunity  bill,  and  H.  R.  13881,  the  bill  on  trans¬ 
portation,  sale,  and  handling/dr  dogs  and  cats.  Nsp.  D349 

.X ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX  X. 

9.  FISH  PROTEIN.  Exteijs'ion  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Keith  stating  tn^t  "there  must  be 

no  further  delay/in  putting  fish  protein  concentrate  to  use",  and  inserting  an 
article,  "Education  Required."  p.  A2226  \ 

10.  COTTON.  LJctension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Gathings  expressing  hope  that  theNSenate 
will  £dke  early  action  on  the  cotton  promotion  bill  and  inserting  an  article 
favoring  the  proposed  bill.  p.  A2227  n. 
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To  our  heroes  we’ll  be  true 
As  their  vision  we  pursue 
v  In  abiding  love  for  you, 

\  Illinois,  Illinois, 

\  In  abiding  love  for  you, 

'Illinois. 

Mr\Speaker,  as  my  colleagues  may 
have  heard  there  is  a  primary  contest  in 
the  Second  Congressional  District  of  Il¬ 
linois  and\I  am  cheered  to  learn  that 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  south¬ 
ern  Illinois,  Ken  Gray,  will  close  the  pri¬ 
mary  election  oampaign  for  me  by  sing¬ 
ing  in  that  richVoice  of  his  the  official 
song  of  Illinois.  \ 

The  issue  againsKme,  very  thinly  dis¬ 
guised,  seems  to  be  that  I  am  too  old. 
That  issue  I  have  accepted  head-on.  I 
am  not  running  away\  from  a  single 
year,  a  single  day,  a  single  hour  of  my 
84  years,  come  this  Thursday. 

TTiat  is  why  my  campaign  will  be  closed 
with  the  singing  of  the  official  song  of 
Illinois,  the  State  that  has  neves  turned 
its  back  on  age.  Speaker  Joe  Cannon, 
for  whom  the  oldest  of  our  three  Hbuse 
office  buildings  is  named,  served  with 
brilliant  vigor  when  he  was  87.  THe 
great  Adolph  Sabath,  a  Member  of  thi\ 
body  for  a  longer  period  than  any  other 
Member  in  the  history  of  the  Congress, 
was  the  able,  alert,  and  dynamic  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Rules  Committee.  And  at 
86  Tom  O’Brien  was  not  only  the  most 
beloved  Member  of  the  House  but  also 
one  of  the  most  influential.  At  86  he 
was  as  active  and  alert,  as  erect  in  stat¬ 
ure,  as  keen  in  intellect,  as  the  youngest 
of  his  colleagues. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  running 
away  from  my  84  years  and  I  do  not  think 
Illinois  is  ashamed  of  the  fact  that  again 
one  of  her  sons  is  the  oldest  Member  of 
the  House. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 


more  as  a  club  over  the  public’s  head, 
and  to  give  the  impression  it  wants  to  do 
something  about  slowing  down  rampant 
inflation.  A  tax  increase,  however,  to 
take  spending  power  out  of  the  hands  of 
the  individual,  would  not  in  itself  de¬ 
crease  the  demand  for  goods.  This  is 
particularly  true  if  the  money  taken 
from  the  individual  is  then  spent  by  the 
Federal  Government.  The  only  differ¬ 
ence  is  the  decision  as  to  what  is  bought 
would  be  made  by  the  Government  in¬ 
stead  of  the  taxpayer.  Rather  than  new 
taxes,  I  think  we  should  cut  Federal  non¬ 
defense  spending.  Keeping  expenditures 
below  income  is  the  best  way  to  strength¬ 
en  the  value  of  the  dollar. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1967 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  14596)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for  other 
purposes;  and  pending  that  motion,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
general  debate  be  limited  to  not  exceed¬ 
ing  2  y2  hours,  the  time  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel]  and  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 


the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  I  yield  to  the 
beloved  and  distinguished  Speaker. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  is  one 
of  the  youngest  Members  of  the  House. 

There  are  two  aspects  to  the  journey 
of  life.  There  is  the  passage  through 
life  in  terms  of  years,  and  there  is  the 
journey  of  life  from  the  point  of  a  pery 
son’s  outlook  on  life.  / 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  Is  si ill 
looking  5  and  10  years  ahead  in  the  Serv¬ 
ice  of  the  people  of  our  country.  Pie  has 
a  penetrating  mind,  the  mind  rfot  only 
of  making  America  stronger,  byi  of  mak¬ 
ing  progress  today  and  in  the  future. 

So,  to  me,  for  whatever  value  my  opin¬ 
ion  might  be  worth  to  the  people  of  his 
district,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
O’Hara]  is  one  of  the  youngest  and  most 
progressive  and  forwardthinking  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House. /That  is  my  opinion 
as  a  Member  of  this  great  body. 


NO  IMMEDIATE  TAX  INCREASE 

(Mr.  BERRY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  t/ address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute,  arur  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
markyl 

Mr/ BERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  appears 
unlikely  there  will  be  a  tax  increase,  at 
legist  until  after  the  election.  The  ad- 
/ministration  refers  to  it  almost  daily, 


Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  14596,  with 
Mr.  Keogh  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  'the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  will  be 
recognized  for  1  *4  hours,  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel]  will  be 
recognized  for  1  *4  hours.  The  Chair  rec¬ 
ognizes  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  is  the  16th  year  I  have  had  the 
privilege  of  presenting  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  to  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Truly  it  might  be  termed  “An  act  to 
promote  the  well-being  of  our  urban 
population,”  for  it  is  the  7  percent  who 
remain  on  our  farms  which  enables  the 
93  percent  who  live  in  towns  and  cities 
to  work  in  our  factories  developing  and 
producing  the  many  manufactured  prod¬ 
ucts  which  make  up  our  high  standard 
of  living. 

We  might  term  this  “an  appropriation 


for  protection  of  the  public  health,”  for 
it  carries  funds  for  inspection  of  the 
meats  and  vegetables  which  go  on  our 
tables,  restores  funds,  eliminated  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  for  the  school 
lunch  and  school  milk  programs,  which 
are  helping  to  produce  the  largest  and 
healthiest  youngsters  the  Nation  has  ever 
known,  while  it  continues  funds  to  con¬ 
trol  pests  and  pestilence. 

Or  perhaps  we  should  term  this  bill 
one  “for  the  protection  of  industry  and 
labor,”  for  those  few,  the  7  percent,  left 
on  the  farm  have  had  to  substitute  for 
those  who  have  moved  to  town,  huge  in¬ 
vestments  in  machinery  and  equipment, 
thus  becoming  perhaps  industry  and 
labor’s  biggest  market. 

The  producer  of  agricultural  products 
spends  nearly  $30  billion  a  year  for  goods 
and  services  to  produce  crops  and  live¬ 
stock;  another  $12  billion  a  year  is  spent 
for  the  same  things  that  city  people 
buy — food,  clothing,  drugs,  furniture,  ap¬ 
pliances,  and  other  products  and  serv¬ 
ices.  Each  year  the  farmer’s  purchases 
include  $3.4  billion  in  new  farm  tractors 
and  other  farm  vehicles,  machinery,  and 
equipment.  It  takes  120,000  employees 
to  produce  this  farm  equipment  alone. 

His  annual  purchases  also  include  $3.4 
billion  for  fuel,  lubricants,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  machinery  and  motor  vehicles. 
Farm  production  uses  more  petroleum 
than  any  other  single  industry.  Each 
year  the  farmer  buys  products  contain¬ 
ing  320  million  pounds  of  rubber — 
about  9  percent  of  the  total  used  in  the 
United  States,  or  enough  to  put  tires  on 
nearly  6  million  automobiles.  He  con¬ 
sumes  28  billion  kilowatt-hours  of  elec¬ 
tricity  annually.  He  uses  5  million  tons 
of  steel  in  the  form  of  machinery,  trucks, 
cars,  fencing,  and  building  materials. 
Farm  use  of  steel  accounts  for  40,000 
jobs  in  the  steel  industry. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  bill  might  well 
be  described  as  the  Rural  Development 
Act  for  1967,  for  this  bill  provides  funds 
to  continue  the  rural  development  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion,  which  in  fiscal  year  1965  made  the 
following  number  of  loans  in  rural  areas, 
to  be  repaid  with  interest: 

Farm  ownership  loans,  12,186;  soil 
and  water  loans,  1,275;  operating  loans, 
72,597;  rural  housing  loans,  15,779; 
emergency  credit  loans,  22,290. 

This  has  meant  much  to  my  own  State 
where  to  date,  182  small  towns  and  rural 
areas  in  64  Mississippi  counties  have  de¬ 
veloped  special  projects  for  central  wa¬ 
ter  systems,  totaling  more  than  $20  mil¬ 
lion,  since  a  loan  program  financed  by 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration  began 
less  than  4  years  ago. 

We  are  making  the  fastest  progress 
of  any  other  State  toward  complete  cov¬ 
erage  of  our  rural  areas  with  modern  wa¬ 
ter  systems  so  essential  to  better  living 
standards  and  more  prosperity  for  all. 

Fifty-three  new  Mississippi  rural  wa¬ 
ter  systems  built  since  1962  already  are 
in  operation,  38  others  are  under  con¬ 
struction  and  65  more  have  been  ap¬ 
proved  for  early  construction. 

Modern  water  systems  are  important 
because  they  assure  a  constant  supply  of 
clean  water  in  the  homes  of  farm  and 
rural  dwellers  who  comprise  a  major 
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segment  of  our  working  force  and  pro¬ 
vide  room  for  the  people  in  our  over¬ 
crowded  towns  and  cities. 

Mississippi’s  economic  and  social 
progress  is  getting  a  substantial  boost 
through  this  program  of  FHA-insured 
water  systems  becoming  available  to 
more  and  more  rural  people  in  the  State. 

In  this  bill  we  have  restored  budget 
cuts  recommended  for  the  rural  electri¬ 
fication  program  which  truly  has  given 
to  rural  living  everything  but  city  prob¬ 
lems. 

Or  we  might  term  this  measure  “The 
Town  and  City  Promotion  and  De¬ 
velopment  Act,”  for  it  is  these  programs 
which  have  made  it  possible  to  develop 
and  expand  industry  so  greatly,  not  only 
in  my  district  across  north  Mississippi 
but  throughout  the  country. 

Or  this  bill  could  be  cited  as  “The  In¬ 
surance  Act  for  Posterity,"  for  carried 
here  are  funds  for  watershed  protection 
and  flood  prevention,  for  the  soil  con¬ 
servation  program  and  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Service  which,  together  with  our 
Extenison  Service,  mean  everything 
toward  providing  for  our  children  and 
our  children’s  children  a  rich  and  im¬ 
proved  land  for  the  future. 

All  this  is  provided  for  a  cost  of  about 
as  much  as  we  spend  annually  on  trying 
to  get  a  man  to  the  moon. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  served  on  the 
Appropriations  Committee  for  many 
years.  In  fact,  only  two  members  have 
served  on  the  5  0-man  Appropriations 
Committee  longer  than  I,  Chairman 
George  Mahon,  of  Texas,  and  Mike 
Kirwan,  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know  it  is  my 
privilege  to  also  serve  on  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  on  Public  Works, 
which  provides  funds  for  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission,  the  TV  A,  with  it§ 
water  control  and  power  program  for  its 
region,  and  for  every  river  and  harbor  in 
the  United  States. 

Truly,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  all  the 
problems  we  have  today,  it  is  a  great 
privilege  to  stand  here  and  urge  that  first 
and  foremost  we  must  look  after  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  protection  of  our  re¬ 
sources  at  home,  including  the  public 
health,  for  it  is  on  these  things  that  all 
else  depends. 

We  have  therefore  restored  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

Appropriations 

Agricultural  Research  Service:  restored. 

Research  facilities  scheduled 
for  elimination  or  reduction 
in  1966  at  24  locations  and 
in  1967  at  70  locations 
throughout  the  country _ $5,  401,  300 

Control  and  eradication  of 
various  plant  and  animal 
diseases,  including  fire  ant, 
phony  peach  and  peach  mo¬ 
saic,  soybean  cyst  nematode, 
sweetpotato  weevil,  barberry, 
golden  nematode,  gypsy 
moth,  witchweed,  brucellosis 

and  scabies -  7,  803,  100 

Cooperative  State  Research  Serv¬ 
ice: 

Payments  to  State  agricultural 
experiment  stations  under 
the  Hatch  Act _  8,  245,  000 

Grants  for  facilities  at  experi¬ 
ment  stations _  2,  000,  000 


Appropriations 

Extension  Service:  restored 

The  proposed  shift  of  $10,000,- 
000  in  payments  to  States 
from  formula  provisions  of 
section  3(c)  to  nonformula 
provisions  of  section  3(d)  of 
the  Smith-Lever  Act  not  ap¬ 
proved _ _ _ 

Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Decrease  in  soil  survey  opera¬ 
tions  ($3,600,000  reduction 
proposed — $1,600,000  ap¬ 
proved)  _ $2,  000,  000 

Reduction  in  new  planning 
starts  from  100  to  50  pro¬ 
posed.  100  new  planning 

starts  restored _ _ _ 

Reduction  in  funds  for  Public 
Law  566  watersheds  and  re¬ 
duction  in  new  starts  from  80 
to  35  proposed.  Funds  and 
80  new  construction  starts 

restored _  1,  444,  600 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Serv¬ 
ice: 

Reduction  of  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  from  $103,000,000  to 
$21,000,000  proposed.  Re¬ 
duction  restored,  with  $53,- 
000,000  of  total  to  come  from 

sec.  32  funds _  82,  000,  000 

Reduction  in  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  from  $157,000,000  to 
$138,000,000  proposed.  Re¬ 
duction  restored _  19,  000,  000 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service: 

The  committee  recommends 
that  the  proposed  cut  in 
the  agricultural  conservation 
program  from  $220,000,000  to 
$100,000,000  be  disapproved 
and  that  the  1967  program 
be  maintained  at  the  present 
year’s  level  of  $220,000,000, 
plus  $30,000,000  for  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses _ _ 

Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion  loan  authorization: 

Reduction  in  electrification 
loan  authorization  restored 
from  $220,000,000  proposed 
to  1966  level  of  $365,000,000, 
with  $72,500,000  placed  in 

contingency  reserve _ _ 

Reduction  in  telephone  loan 
authorization  restored  from 
$85,000,000  proposed  to  1966 
level  of  $97,000,000,  with 
$6,000,000  placed  in  con¬ 
tingency  reserve _ _ 

THE  BUDGET  FOR  AGRICULTURE 

The  bill  includes  total  appropriations 
of  $6,909,027,000  for  the  coining  year,  a 
reduction  of  $113,611,000  in  the  budget 
requests  which  total  $7,022,638,000.  The 
amount  proposed  is  $527,578,500  more 
than  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1966, 
due  to  restoration  of  capital  impairment 
for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

As  our  domestic  needs  for  food  and 
fiber  increase,  and  as  our  world  commit¬ 
ments  grow,  the  budget  recommends  that 
we  give  less  financial  support  to  that  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  economy  which  is  the  very 
basis  for  our  personal  well-being  and  the 
key  to  our  national  prosperity  and  inter¬ 
national  strength.  The  budget  proposals 
would  seriously  damage  American  agri¬ 
culture,  which  is  the  key  segment  in  the 
Nation’s  partnership  of  agriculture,  in¬ 
dustry  and  labor. 

If  the  Committee  and  the  Congress 
were  to  follow  the  recommendations  of 
the  1967  budget  for  the  Department  of 
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Agriculture,  our  whole  economy  would  be 
endangered,  as  would  our  international 
commitments.  If  such  a  policy  as  the  ad¬ 
ministration  advocates  were  followed  for 
only  a  few  years,  the  United  States  would 
likely  be  a  food  deficit  country  instead  of 
one  of  abundance. 

ESSENTIAL  ACTIVITIES  WOULD  BE  ELIMINATED 

A  reduction  of  $5,401,300  is  proposed  in 
research  activities  of  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service.  This  would  seriously 
impair  valuable  research  in  nearly  every 
phase  of  agriculture,  including  costs  of 
production,  control  of  insects  and 
diseases,  soil  and  water  conservation, 
agricultural  engineering,  commodity 
utilization,  human  nutrition  and  market¬ 
ing  efficiency.  Under  this  reduction,  less 
research  attention  would  be  given  to 
many  of  the  Nation’s  important  food 
crops,  the  supplies  of  some  of  which  are 
at  low  levels  at  present,  including  wheat, 
corn,  grain  sorghums,  rice,  sugar  cane, 
sugar  beets,  fruits  and  vegetables,  and 
livestock.  Important  research  work  at 
24  locations  throughout  the  country 
would  be  eliminated  during  the  current 
year.  The  proposed  cut  would  also 
terminate  or  curtail  essential  research 
activities  at  70  additional  locations  in 
nearly  every  area  of  the  Nation  during 
the  fiscal  year  1967. 

Although  it  is  recognized  that  insects 
and  diseases  decrease  the  supply  and 
increase  the  cost  of  food,  the  elimina¬ 
tion  or  reduction  of  certain  pest  control 
activities  is  proposed.  While  these  pests, 
which  infest  the  soil  and  destroy  crops 
are  already  doing  billions  of  dollars  of 
damage  annually  on  millions  of  acres  of 
land,  the  budget  would  reduce  or  termi¬ 
nate  efforts  to  prevent  their  spread  to 
other  areas  of  the  country.  The  proposed 
budget  reduction  of  $7,803,100  would 
completely  eliminate  control  programs 
for  such  insect  and  disease  threats  as  the 
imported  fire  ant  in  12  States,  phony 
peach  eradication  and  peach  mosaic 
eradication  in  fruit  growing  areas  of  13 
States,  soybean  cyst  nematode  control  in 
22  States,  and  sweetpotato  weevil  control 
in  7  States.  In  addition,  it  would  sub¬ 
stantially  reduce  eradication  programs 
for  the  golden  nematode  on  Long  Island, 
barberry  eradication  in  14  States,  gypsy 
moth  control  in  7  States,  and  witchweed 
eradication  in  North  and  South  Carolina. 
Also,  brucellosis  control  operations  would 
be  curtailed  throughout  the  Nation  and 
sheep  and  cattle  scabies  eradication  work 
would  be  substantially  reduced. 

A  budget  reduction  of  $8,245,000  pro¬ 
posed  in  research  funds  for  the  State 
experiment  stations  would  adversely  af¬ 
fect  every  State  in  the  Union.  It  would 
elimiante  essential  research  personnel  at 
every  land-grant  institution  in  the  coun¬ 
try,  with  a  damaging  effect  on  the  im¬ 
portant  long-range  research  programs 
of  these  institutions  in  their  efforts  to 
keep  us  one  step  ahead  of  insects  and  dis¬ 
eases.  In  addition,  a  cut  of  $2  million  is 
proposed  in  grants  for  the  construction 
of  essential  research  facilities  at  many  of 
the  State  experiment  stations,  so  neces¬ 
sary  to  a  rapidly  growing  Nation.  A  re¬ 
view  of  the  testimony  presented  to  the 
committee  by  representatives  of  Kansas 
State,  Washington  State,  Cornell,  and 
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other  land-grant  universities,  clearly 
shows  that  such  cuts  would  adversely 
affect  planning,  training  of  graduate 
students,  employment  of  trained  person¬ 
nel,  and  other  aspects  of  a  sustained  re¬ 
search  effort. 

For  payments  to  the  State  extension 
services,  the  budget  proposes  to  reduce 
by  $10  million  the  funds  distributed  un¬ 
der  the  formula  provisions  of  section  3  (c) 
of  the  Smith-Lever  Act.  This  would  se¬ 
riously  curtail  the  regular  continuing 
functions  of  the  extension  service  in  each 
State  and  would  make  the  extension  ac¬ 
tivities  at  the  State  and  county  levels 
subject  to  the  allocation  of  funds  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary.  The  long- 
range  continuity  and  effectiveness  of  the 
county  agent  system,  which  is  one  of  the 
main  strengths  of  U.S.  agriculture,  would 
be  adversely  affected  by  this  proposal. 

As  we  talk  of  the  dangers  of  water  and 
soil  pollution  and  the  need  to  protect  and 
conserve  our  soil  and  water  resources, 
the  budget  recommends  less  attention  to 
the  protection  and  development  of  our 
watersheds.  The  most  essential  program 
for  improving  our  soil  and  water  re¬ 
sources,  in  which  more  than  1  million 
Americans  participate,  the  agricultural 
conservation  program,  would  be  cut  by 
more  than  50  percent.  If  allowed  to 
stand,  this  would  not  only  destroy  the 
main  support  for  our  nationwide  soil  and 
water  conservation  program,  but  it  would 
reduce  by  510  the  number  of  soil  conser¬ 
vation  technicians  available  next  year 
for  the  various  activities  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  including  the  small 
watershed  and  flood  prevention  projects 
throughout  the  United  States. 

Also  the  budget  proposes  to  reduce 
funds  for  soil  surveys  and  to  curtail 
funds  for  Public  Law  566  watershed  proj¬ 
ects.  It  proposes,  further,  to  reduce  new 
starts  for  watershed  planning  from  100 
to  50,  10  of  which  are  designated  for  the 
Appalachian  region,  leaving  less  than 
one  each  for  the  balance  of  the  States. 
The  budget  also  recommends  that  new 
starts  for  small  watershed  projects  be  re¬ 
duced  from  80  to  35,  7  of  which  would  be 
in  Appalachia.  This  would  permit  only 
28  new  starts  in  the  rest  of  the  United 
States,  which  would  mean  one  new  proj¬ 
ect  each  for  about  half  of  the  States  in 
the  coming  fiscal  year.  The  result  would 
be  a  costly  delay  in  meeting  the  Nation’s 
urgent  need  to  protect  and  conserve  our 
soil  and  water  resources  for  the  use  of 
future  generations  of  Americans. 

At  a  time  when  many  young  Americans 
are  being  turned  down  for  military  serv¬ 
ice  because  of  defects  traceable  to  nu¬ 
tritional  deficiencies,  it  is  recommended 
in  the  budget  that  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  be  virtually  eliminated.  As  we 
talk  of  helping  to  feed  a  hungry  world, 
substantial  cuts  are  requested  by  the 
budget  in  our  own  school  lunch  program. 
The  reduction  in  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  from  $103  million  to  $21  million — 
a  cut  of  $82  million — would  deny  supple¬ 
mental  milk  to  about  80  percent  of  our 
schoolchildren  who  are  now  benefiting 
from  this  program.  Further,  the  reac¬ 
tion  of  those  needy  children  selected  for 
free  milk  could  result  in  the  complete 
abandonment  of  this  valuable  program. 
The  budget  reduction  of  $19  million  in 


the  school  lunch  program — from  $157 
million  in  1966  to  $138  million  for  1967 — 
would  also  deny  wholesome  mid-day 
lunches  to  many  children  who  receive  no 
other  nutritious  meal  each  day.  Studies 
of  national  dietary  habits  indicate  that 
the  lack  of  nutritious  and  well-balanced 
meals  is  not  restricted  to  families  in  the 
lower  income  brackets. 

Budget  reductions  are  also  proposed 
in  the  ceilings  on  loan  funds  for  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration. 
The  ceiling  for  rural  electrification  loans 
would  be  cut  from  $365  million  for  1966 
to  $220  million  for  1967 — a  reduction  of 
$145  million.  The  rural  telephone  loan 
ceiling  would  be  reduced  by  $12  million — 
from  $97  million  in  1966  to  $85  million  for 
fiscal  year  1967.  According  to  testimony 
presented  by  the  Administrator  of  REA 
and  other  interested  groups,  the  rural 
electrification  system  and  the  entire 
power  industry  is  facing  a  recordbreak¬ 
ing  demand  for  power  which  will  require 
large  expenditures  to  heavy-up  the 
carrying  capacity  of  rural  systems. 
Present  shortages  of  farm  labor  con¬ 
tribute  to  this  need. 

Testimony  indicates  that  the  demand 
for  adequate  rural  telephones  also  is 
growing  rapidly,  as  increasing  numbers 
of  farmers  are  coming  to  realize  that 
modem  farms  cannot  be  operated  with¬ 
out  efficient  telephone  service.  The  pro¬ 
posed  budget  reductions  ignore  this 
growing  need  and  demand  for  electricity 
and  telephones  in  rural  areas.  Further, 
the  proposal  to  establish  a  plan  for  sup¬ 
plemental  financing,  which  is  given  as 
one  reason  for  the  budget  cut,  is  far  from 
a  reality.  Even  if  finally  approved  by 
Congress,  it  is  apparent  that  loan  funds 
would  not  be  available  from  this  source 
during  the  next  fiscal  year. 

In  determining  the  amounts  considered 
to  be  essential  for  these  purposes  for  the 
next  fiscal  year,  it  is  important  that  we 
review  briefly  some  of  the  conditions  fac¬ 
ing  the  194  million  American  consumers 
as  well  as  the  economic  strength  of  this 
Nation  at  home  and  abroad  in  the  years 
ahead. 

FARMING  NO  LONGER  ATTRACTIVE 

The  number  of  agricultural  producers 
providing  food  and  fiber  for  our  rapidly 
expanding  population  continues  to  de¬ 
cline  and  is  now  down,  as  I  said,  to  about 
7  percent  of  the  people  in  this  country. 
Trained  and  experienced  farm  labor  is  in 
increasingly  short  supply. 

Long  hours  of  hard  work,  more  rigorous 
living  conditions,  hazards  of  weather, 
threats  from  insects  and  diseases,  in¬ 
creasing  financial  risks,  and  decreasing 
financial  returns,  are  causing  farming  to 
become  less  and  less  attractive  to  each 
succeeding  generation  of  young  people. 
Fewer  and  fewer  farm  children  are  re¬ 
turning  to  farming  as  a  career.  More 
and  more  of  their  parents  are  moving  to 
“greener  pastures”  in  town  as  the  mone¬ 
tary  return  for  their  labor,  investment, 
and  managerial  skills  decreases  on  the 
farm. 

As  a  business  venture,  farming  is  be¬ 
coming  less  attractive  as  the  necessary 
farm  investment  increases  and  the  net 
return  on  the  investment  decreases. 
Figures  from  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  show  that  average  farm  invest¬ 


ment  has  increased  nearly  tenfold  in  the 
past  25  years,  from  $6,158  in  1940  to 
$59,519  in  1965.  They  also  indicate  that 
the  average  return  on  farm  investment, 
including  the  value  of  the  farmer’s  own 
labor  and  management  skills,  has 
dropped  about  40  percent  during  this 
period,  from  14.2  percent  in  1940  to  8.6 
percent  in  1965. 

It  is  entirely  understandable,  there¬ 
fore,  why  fewer  and  fewer  people  are  re¬ 
maining  on  the  Nation’s  farms,  and  why 
some  7  percent  of  our  population  on  the 
farms  is  now  feeding  the  93  percent  of 
urban  dwellers  in  addition  to  themselves. 
This  undesirable  imbalance  can  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  further  aggravated  as  move¬ 
ment  away  from  agriculture  continues. 

According  to  Department  figures,  an 
average  of  nearly  800,000  people  have  left 
the  farms  in  each  of  the  last  5  years. 
The  farm  population  has  decreased  to 
about  12.5  million  today,  compared  to 
double  that  number  in  1950.  The  1959 
census,  the  latest  official  data  available, 
shows  that  some  17  percent  of  all  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  United  States  were  65  or  older. 
An  additional  22  percent  were  55  to  64 
years  of  age.  By  1970,  it  is  estimated 
that  nearly  half  of  the  farmers  will  be  55 
years  of  age  or  over. 

The  trend  away  from  the  farm  is  also 
evidenced  by  the  steadily  decreasing 
amount  of  land  used  for  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction.  The  total  land  planted  to  crops 
in  1950  was  353  million  acres  as  compared 
to  307  million  acres  in  1965,  a  reduction 
of  13  percent. 

DECREASING  FOOD  SUPPLIES 

Despite  the  surplus  quantities  of  cer¬ 
tain  commodities  in  this  country  in  re¬ 
cent  years  due  to  the  efficiency  of  agricul¬ 
tural  production,  it  should  be  noted  that 
supplies  now  on  hand  and  expected  to  be 
on  hand  at  the  end  of  the  current  mar¬ 
keting  year  in  the  United  States  are 
down  substantially  from  previous  years. 
For  certain  perishable  commodities  we 
are  looking  more  and  more  to  the  rather 
undependable  Mexican  production  to 
meet  our  needs.  In  view  of  our  pi-esent 
situation  in  Vietnam,  and  our  heavy  com¬ 
mitments  to  India  and  certain  other 
food-deficit  countries,  this  decreasing 
supply  of  food  available  to  feed  American 
consumers — and  foreign  populations  to 
the  extent  possible — is  a  factor  to  be 
given  most  serious  attention  by  those  re¬ 
sponsible  for  agricultural  planning  and 
financial  support. 

Statistical  data  supplied  the  commit¬ 
tee  by  officials  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  indicate  that  carryover  stocks  of 
wheat  have  been  reduced  from  around 
1,400  million  bushels  in  1961  to  819  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  as  of  July  1,  1965,  due  to 
limitations  on  wheat  output  and  ex¬ 
panded  utilization,  particularly  for  ex¬ 
port  and  domestic  feed  use.  The  official 
estimate  of  wheat  carryover  at  the  end 
of  the  next  marketing  year  indicates  a 
supply  of  about  610  million  bushels,  a 
further  reduction  of  208  million  bushels. 
This  is  sufficient  to  meet  domestic  and 
export  needs  for  only  5  months.  Large 
shipments  to  India  will  further  reduce 
our  ability  to  meet  U.S.  needs  in  the  event 
of  a  national  emergency. 

Further,  these  officials  point  out  that 
the  supply  of  feed  grains  was  reduced 
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from  nearly  85  million  tons  in  1961  to 
about  55  million  tons  in  1965.  During 
the  same  period,  corn  supplies  declined 
from  around  2  billion  bushels  to  about 
1.2  billion  bushels.  The  estimates  of 
carryover  at  the  end  of  the  next  market¬ 
ing  year  represent  a  3  months’  supply  of 
corn  and  barley,  a  4  months’  supply  of 
oats,  and  a  9  months’  supply  of  grain 
sorghum. 

The  situation  is  much  worse  for  dairy 
products,  as  the  number  of  dairy  farmers 
decreases  each  year  and  as  milk  produc¬ 
tion  decreases  accordingly.  Today’s 
press  is  filled  with  articles  showing  the 
number  of  daily  fanners  who  are  selling 
out  their  holdings  as  land  values  for  in¬ 
dustrial  and  residential  purposes  offer 
more  opportunity  for  profits  than  dairy 
farming. 

A  recent  article  in  the  Washington 
Post — March  15,  1966 — contained  the 
following  statements: 

Dairy  farmers  who  ship  milk  to  Washing¬ 
ton  axe  selling  their  herds  and  going  out  of 
business  at  the  rate  of  nearly  100  a  year. 

Rising  costs  and  Federally-set  hulk  milk 
prices  that  have  not  risen  significantly  since 
the  controls  went  into  effect  in  1958  have 
caught  the  dairymen  in  the  profit  squeeze  in 
which  only  the  most  efficient  can  survive. 

Other  factors  blamed  in  the  reducing 
number  of  dairy  farmers  in  the  Washing¬ 
ton  area  include  drought  conditions  that 
have  last  for  4  years  and  the  increasing  value 
of  farm  land  for  housing  developments  under 
the  pressure  of  urban  expansion.  Many  of 
the  farmers — whose  average  age  is  well  over 
50 — have  decided  that  they  may  as  well 
retire. 

The  supply  of  dairy  products  on  hand 
is  now  at  the  lowest  point  in  recent  years. 
As  of  June  30,  1965,  we  had  5,300  million 
pounds  of  milk  and  milk  products  on 
hand.  The  supply  is  expected  to  reduce 
further  to  3,200  million  pounds  at  the 
end  of  the  present  marketing  year,  a  re¬ 
duction  of  2,100  million  pounds.  This 
represents  only  about  a  one-third 
month’s  supply  for  normal  domestic  pur¬ 
poses. 

It  is  apparent  that,  unless  we  continue 
research  and  related  programs  to  in¬ 
crease  the  efficiency  of  our  farm  produc¬ 
tion  and  provide  the  economic  incentive 
to  induce  young  and  efficient  producers  to 
remain  on  the  farm,  food  in  the  United 
States  will  be  in  increasingly  short  sup¬ 
ply.  The  American  consumer  will  be 
faced  with  food  shortages  in  some  items 
and  much  higher  food  costs  generally. 
Further,  our  ability  to  help  meet  food 
needs  essential  to  our  foreign  policy  will 
be  seriously  affected. 

It  is  also  apparent  that  we  must  re¬ 
examine  our  national  farm  policies  and 
programs  which  are  reducing  agricul¬ 
tural  production  despite  increasing  de¬ 
mands  for  food  at  home  and  abroad.  The 
Federal  Government  is  committed  to 
annual  and  long-term  contracts  to  leave 
land  out  of  production,  which  are  costing 
us  around  $1.5  billion  per  year.  We  are 
still  paying  out  large  amounts  under 
long-range  conservation  reserve — soil 
bank — contracts  entered  into  10  years 
ago.  In  addition,  we  are  faced  with  large 
amounts  under  more  recent  acreage 
diversion  and  cropland  adjustment  pro¬ 
grams  limiting  production  of  some  of  our 
major  crops.  It  would  seem  much  wiser 
and  more  beneficial  to  everyone  to  use 


this  money  to  produce  ample  food  and 
supply  it  to  the  markets  of  the  world. 

AGRICULTURE  REMAINS  BASIC 

In  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  the 
growing  tendency  to  consider  agriculture 
as  a  less  essential  part  of  our  national 
economy,  and  to  reduce  funds  needed  for 
its  continued  support,  threatens  our 
Nation  at  home  and  abroad.  It  could 
have  a  serious  effect  on  the  future  food 
supply  of  this  country'  and  could  weaken 
our  ability  to  meet  our  future  responsi¬ 
bilities  as  a  leader  of  the  nations  of  the 
world. 

History  teaches  us  that  the  food-deficit 
countries  of  the  world  started  on  their 
decline  by  failing  to  give  adequate  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  protection  and  development 
of  their  basic  natural  resources.  They 
failed  to  provide  necessary  protection 
and  development  through  research,  con¬ 
trol  of  insects  and  diseases,  conservation 
and  other  programs  needed  to  assure  the 
preservation  of  their  capacity  to  meet 
the  needs  of  their  people  for  food,  cloth¬ 
ing,  and  shelter.  This  is  true  of  nearly 
every  country  we  aid  today.  We  must 
not  make  the  same  mistake. 

One  of  our  major  problems  today  is 
that,  though  agriculture  is  our  best  mar¬ 
ket  for  industry  and  labor,  and  the  most 
economical  supplier  of  the  consumer,  so 
few  people  are  engaged  in  agriculture 
that  its  voice  is  weak  in  the  legislative 
halls  of  a  majority  of  the  States  and  of 
the  Nation.  No  longer  does  agriculture 
figure  prominently  in  the  planning  of 
those  who  would  appeal  to  the  majority. 
This  leaves  a  major  task  for  those  who 
recognize  that  the  national  welfare  de¬ 
pends  on  a  sound  and  healthy  agricul¬ 
ture. 

Many  people  realize  the  danger  of  a 
break  in  farm  prices;  but  few  seem  to 
know  that  the  real  danger  to  our  overall 
economy  is  a  drop  in  agricultural  pur¬ 
chasing  power,  which  could  come  from  a 
reduction  in  volume  as  well  as  a  drop  in 
price.  And  volume  of  production  is  de¬ 
pendent  on  the  continuation  of  research, 
education,  conservation,  electrification, 
and  improved  production  techniques 
provided  for  in  this  bill. 

Many  know  that  the  few  on  the  farm 
free  the  rest  of  us  to  provide  the  ma¬ 
chines  and  gadgets  of  modern-day  living; 
but  there  aren’t  many  people  who  stop  to 
realize  that  those  who  have  left  the  farm 
have  been  replaced  by  machines  and  ex¬ 
pensive  materials,  and  that  the  man  en¬ 
gaged  in  agriculture  today  has  to  have 
sufficient  production  and  net  income  to 
buy  the  machinery,  equipment,  chemi¬ 
cals,  and  other  materials  necessary  to 
produce  efficiently.  Many  people  now 
in  our  cities  who  make  these  products 
and  provide  these  services  fail  to  under¬ 
stand  that  they  could  be  forced  to  go 
back  to  the  farm,  as  happened  in  the  de¬ 
pression  of  the  late  1920’s  and  early 
1930’s,  if  the  few  now  on  the  farms  are 
unable  to  continue  to  produce  sufficient 
food  to  feed  them. 

PAST  ACHIEVEMENTS  OP  AMERICAN  AGRICULTURE 

The  efficiency  of  American  agriculture 
has  been  a  blessing  to  the  consumers  of 
the  world.  It  has  provided  a  plentiful 
supply  of  wholesome  and  nutritious  foods 
which  U.S.  consumers  have  come  to  ac¬ 
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cept  and  take  for  granted.  It  has  pro¬ 
duced  quantities  in  excess  of  domestic 
needs  which  have  become  a  significant 
factor  in  our  international  programs  of 
aid  and  assistance  to  the  less  fortunate 
peoples  in  other  nations  of  the  world. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  for 
years  have  enjoyed  a  standard  of  living 
never  before  attained  anywhere  in  the 
world  because  of  the  remarkable  achieve¬ 
ments  of  American  agriculture. 

These  achievements  have  been  made 
possible  by  cooperative  Federal,  State, 
and  local  efforts  in  the  various  agricul¬ 
tural  programs  of  the  Nation.  The  lead¬ 
ership  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  land-grant  universities,  and 
the  State  and  local  agricultural  agencies, 
have  developed  an  agricultural  industiy 
in  the  United  States  which  is  the  envy  of 
the  entire  world. 

As  a  result  of  our  high  level  of  effi¬ 
ciency  in  agricultural  production,  and 
certain  governmental  policies  which  have 
failed  to  make  U.S.  commodities  compet¬ 
itive  in  world  markets,  this  country  has 
had  supplies  of  commodities  which  have 
been  surplus  to  U.S.  needs  during  certain 
periods  in  the  past  several  decades.  Na¬ 
tional  policies  and  farm  programs  have 
been  directed  toward  meeting  this  sit¬ 
uation.  It  is  pointed  out  that,  while 
these  supplies  were  surplus  to  domestic 
U.S.  demands,  they  were  by  no  means 
surplus  to  world  needs.  Also,  it  is  the 
opinion  of  many  responsible  officials  and 
experts  in  this  country  that  it  is  much 
better  for  the  United  States  to  have  too 
much  rather  than  too  little  of  the  things 
necessary  to  feed,  house,  and  clothe  our 
people.  The  cost  of  handling  and  storing 
surpluses  has  been  small  indeed,  com¬ 
pared  to  the  benefits  to  the  American 
consumer  and  to  the  position  of  strength 
in  world  affairs  which  our  agricultural 
production  has  enabled  us  to  maintain. 

A  FIRM  SUPPLY  OF  FOOD  ESSENTIAL 

Aside  from  the  possibility  of  nuclear 
conflict,  probably  the  foremost  problem 
of  the  world  today  is  hunger.  Approxi¬ 
mately  half  of  the  world’s  3  billion  people 
suffer  from  malnutrition.  The  World 
Food  Congress  was  told  in  1963  that 
around  10,000  persons  die  every  day  from 
starvation. 

India  had  a  food  crisis  in  1963.  It  has 
another  serious  food  shortage  today. 
That  vast  subcontinent  has  a  year-round 
hunger  problem ;  so  do  many  other  areas 
in  the  world.  The  present  outlook  is  that 
hunger  will  grow  more  and  more  intense 
with  the  passage  of  time.  The  world’s 
population  increase  is  almost  unbeliev¬ 
able.  Each  year,  births  exceed  deaths  by 
almost  60  million. 

This  alarming  population  expansion 
can  be  fully  appreciated  when  it  is  real¬ 
ized  that  the  population  of  the  world, 
which  reached  the  first  billion  by  the  year 
1830,  took  only  100  year,  1830  to  1930,  to 
reach  2  billion  and  only  30  years,  1930 
to  1960,  to  reach  3  billion.  It  is  expected 
to  exceed  6  billion  people  by  the  turn  of 
the  century.  The  population  growth  in 
the  United  States  increased  from  13  mil¬ 
lion  in  1830  to  123  million  in  1930  and 
179  million  in  1960.  It  is  expected  to 
reach  340  million  by  the  year  2000. 

The  ability  of  this  country  to  provide 
the  most  abundant  supply  of  wholesome 
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and  delicious  food  at  the  lowest  cost 
ever  known  to  the  people  of  the  United 
States — and  in  addition  feed  substantial 
numbers  of  hungry  people  throughout 
the  world — has  been  one  of  our  greatest 
strengths  in  meeting  domestic  needs  and 
In  dealing  with  world  problems. 

The  failure  of  Communist  agriculture, 
a  failure  which  is  chronic  and  deep- 
seated,  has  tremendous  implications  to 
the  hundreds  of  millions  constantly 
plagued  by  hunger.  The  Communist  in¬ 
ability  to  produce  efficiently  and  abun¬ 
dantly  is  due  in  large  part  to  a  lack  of 
adequate  and  well  directed  research  and 
related  agricultural  programs,  under  a 
system  which  has  tied  the  hands  of 
Soviet  agricultural  scientists. 

This  must  not  be  permitted  to  happen 
in  the  United  States.  We  cannot  allow 
any  change  in  emphasis  or  direction 
which  would  weaken  or  damage  our  suc¬ 
cessful  research,  extension,  soil  conser¬ 
vation,  and  marketing  programs  which 
have  given  this  country  its  efficient  and 
productive  agricultural  system.  These 
basic  programs  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  the  land-grant  colleges,  and 
related  institutions,  must  be  continued 
at  least  at  present  levels. 

One  of  the  most  important  issues  fac¬ 
ing  the  Congress  and  the  Nation  at  this 
time  is  the  matter  of  assuring  a  con¬ 
tinued  firm  source  of  supply  of  food  and 
fiber  to  the  American  consumer  for  the 
future — and  to  hungry  peoples  in  other 
countries  to  the  extent  possible  within 
the  financial  ability  of  this  country. 
The  importance  of  this  matter  cannot 
be  overemphasized. 

COMMITTEE  ACTIONS  ON  BUDGET 

The  factors  discussed  above  all  point 
to  difficulties  ahead  in  maintaining  an 
agricultural  production  system  in  the 
United  States  which  will  assure  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  food,  clothing,  and 
shelter  for  a  constantly  increasing  num¬ 
ber  of  consumers  who  are  completely 
dependent  on  agriculture  for  their  fu¬ 
ture  well-being. 

The  committee  feels  that,  with  U.S. 
commitments  in  Vietnam  and  other 
parts  of  the  world,  it  would  be  a  serious 
mistake  to  agree  to  budget  reductions 
which  would  weaken  our  highly  efficient 
and  extremely  productive  agricultural 
industry,  which  forms  the  base  for  do¬ 
mestic  prosperity  and  plays  a  major  role 
In  our  foreign  policy.  It  believes  that 
adequate  funds  must  be  provided  for  the 
programs  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  land-grant  colleges,  and 
related  institutions,  if  we  are  to  assure 
that  basic  needs  of  the  Nation’s  consum¬ 
ers  and  industrial  workers  are  met.  It 
recognizes  that  a  bountiful  food  supply, 
together  with  protection  of  the  Nation’s 
resources,  is  dependent  on  maintaining 
appropriations  at  least  at  present  levels 
for  agricultural  programs  which  sup¬ 
port  our  highly  productive  agricultural 
plan  and  benefit  our  schoolchildren  and 
consumers  generally. 

The  committee  is  unable  to  go  along 
with  the  drastic  change  in  emphasis  and 
direction  proposed  in  the  1967  budget. 
As  outlined  earlier,  it  has  restored  the 
proposed  budget  cuts,  and  has  provided 
for  the  continuation  of  the  various  pro¬ 
grams  generally  at  present-year  levels. 


As  of  January  1966  these  were  a  total 
of  102,383  employees  in  the  Department, 
including  28,000  for  the  Forest  Service 
which  is  not  included  in  this  bill.  This 
leaves  74,383  employees  in  agencies 
financed  in  this  bill,  of  which  13,295  are 
part  time  or  temporary,  and  61,088  are 
regular  full-time  personnel.  This  does 
not  include  some  23,000  ASC  county 
personnel  “not  covered  in  civil  service 
reports,  or  State  personnel  of  experi¬ 
ment  stations  and  the  Extension  Service. 

At  the  appropriate  time,  I  expect  to 
offer  two  committee  amendments.  One 
will  increase  the  administrative  funds 
for  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  by  $2  million  and 
the  other  will  reduce  the  funds  for  the 
cropland  adjustment  program  by  $35 
million. 

Also,  under  the  bill  as  presented  by 
the  committee  no  additional  passenger 
vehicles  are  allowed  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year.  Data  from  the  Department  indi¬ 
cates  that  it  had  a  total  of  nearly  30,000 
vehicles  as  of  June  30,  1965,  of  which 
about  2,600  were  passenger  cars  and 
nearly  300  were  station  wagons  and 
buses.  Recent  reports  from  the  General 
Accounting  Office  indicate  that  addi¬ 
tional  vehicles  are  not  needed. 

RURAL  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT 

This  committee  has  a  long  record  of 
support  for  rural  development.  It  has 
recognized  the  benefits  to  the  Nation 
from  programs  to  enable  people  to  stay 
on  the  land  instead  of  moving  into  the 
already  overcrowded  towns  and  cities, 
or  to  return  to  the  land,  while  working 
in  towns  and  cities.  It  has  realized  that, 
if  the  usual  conveniences  were  made 
available  in  nonurban  areas,  more  and 
more  people  would  be  attracted  to  live 
in  such  areas.  The  committee  has  rec¬ 
ognized,  too,  the  dispersion  of  many  ac¬ 
tivities  which  makes  rural  development 
essential.  For  many  years  it  has  sup¬ 
ported  adequate  funds  for  rural  elec¬ 
trification,  rural  telephones,  housing  and 
development  loans,  and  loans  for  water, 
recreation,  drainage  and  other  special 
community  facilities.  It  has  also  sup¬ 
ported  efforts  to  encourage  industrial 
development  to  provide  supplemental  in¬ 
come  in  rural  areas. 

Such  rural  development  efforts,  how¬ 
ever,  should  complement  established  pro¬ 
grams  which  enable  our  farm  producers 
to  feed  and  clothe  our  people  with  the 
world’s  lowest  food  cost  of  only  18  per¬ 
cent  of  disposable  consumer  income. 
They  should  not  be  dependent  upon  ap¬ 
proval  of  a  new  organization,  without  a 
program  of  its  own,  which  in  the  opinion 
of  the  committee,  would  only  retard  the 
successful  efforts  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  and  other  action 
agencies. 

The  committee  therefore  takes  note 
of  the  budget  request  of  $3,468,000  for 
fiscal  year  1967  for  personnel  for  the 
Rural  Community  Development  Service 
which  has  no  substantive  program  to 
offer.  This  amount  is  nearly  5Mj  times 
as  large  as  the  1966  appropriation  for 
this  agency.  The  major  part  of  the  in¬ 
crease  is  requested  for  additional  per¬ 
sonnel  to  establish  field  offices  in  40 
States  throughout  the  country,  to  work 
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with  programs  of  other  departments  and 
agencies. 

The  committee  is  in  favor  of  efforts 
to  meet  rural  problems  and  will  continue 
to  support  them.  The  committee  be¬ 
lieves,  however,  that  such  programs  have 
been  handled  effectively  in  the  past 
through  the  regular  established  agencies 
of  the  Department,  which  have  been 
working  successfully  with  rural  people 
through  the  years.  These  old-line  agen¬ 
cies  have  the  funds,  qualified  technicians, 
and  established  field  offices  to  meet  the 
needs  of  rural  areas.  They  can  function 
more  effectively  if  additional  layers  of 
supervision  are  not  added  between  Wash¬ 
ington  and  the  rural  areas  to  be  served. 

For  example,  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  has  been  in  existence  for 
20  years.  Its  predecessor  agencies,  the 
Farm  Security  Administration  .and  the 
Resettlement  Administration  go  back  to 
the  mid-1930’s.  During  this  period,  it 
has  made  an  outstanding  record  of  serv¬ 
ice  to  farmers  and  rural  communities. 
It  makes  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
of  direct  and  insured  loans  and  grants 
each  year  for  nearly  every  phase  of  farm 
and  rural  community  life.  Programs  and 
funds  expected  to  be  available  in  fiscal 
year  1967  are  as  follows: 

In  millions 


Loans  to  acquire,  build  or  improve 
homes  and  service  buildings  on 

farms _  $390.  0 

Loans  to  assist  family  farmers  in 
reorganizing  and  improving  their 

farming  systems _ _  300.  0 

Loans  to  acquire,  enlarge,  or  develop 
family  farms  and  to  provide  faci¬ 
lities  for  land  and  water  use  and 

conservation _  247.  0 

Loans  and  grants  in  areas  under 
5,500  population  for  water  or  waste 
disposal  systems,  and  recreation, 
drainage,  or  other  special  commu¬ 
nity  facilities _  236.  0 

Emergency  loans  to  restore  farm 
land  and  facilities  damaged  by 

natural  disasters _  68.  5 

Technical  assistance  and  loans  to 
public  agencies  in  low-income 
rural  areas  to  restructure  their 
economy -  1.  2 


Total - - -  1,  242.  7 


Legislation  enacted  by  the  Congress  in 
the  past  4  years  has  greatly  broadened 
the  scope  of  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration.  Not  only  have  services  to  fam¬ 
ily  farmers  been  increased,  but  a  sub¬ 
stantial  expansion  has  taken  place  in 
the  development  of  services  related  to 
rural  community  development  and  rural 
poverty.  This  agency  might  well  be  des¬ 
ignated  as  the  Farmers  Home  and  Rural 
Development  Administration. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration 
has  about  7,000  employees  and  1,681  field 
offices  located  throughout  the  country. 
FHA  county  office  supervisors  and  home 
management  experts  are  located  in  the 
same  rural  areas  in  which  additional 
personnel  is  proposed  for  the  new  Rural 
Community  Development  Service.  These 
employees  are  experienced  and  trained  in 
rural  problems  and  have  been  very  suc¬ 
cessful  in  helping  low-income  rural  fam¬ 
ilies  improve  their  standard  of  living  and 
utilize  the  health,  education  and  welfare 
services  available  in  their  communities. 

Other  agencies  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  including  the  Soil  Conserva- 
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tion  Service,  the  Extension  Service,  the 
Forest  Service,  and  the  Consumer  and 
Marketing  Service  have  extensive  field 
operations  which  are  also  giving  atten¬ 
tion  to  rural  problems.  Also,  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment;  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare; 
Commerce;  and  Labor  have  large  field 
organizations  also  providing  financial 
and  technical  assistance  to  rural  areas. 
A  more  detailed  description  of  the  ac¬ 
tivities  of  these  various  agencies  and  de¬ 
partments  in  rural  areas  will  be  found  on 
pages  55  through  70  of  part  4  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  hearings  on  the  1967  budget. 

The  committee  for  several  years  has 
approved  a  small  force  at  the  Washing¬ 
ton  level  to  “coordinate”  the  various  pro¬ 
grams  for  rural  areas  through  the  Rural 
Community  Development  Service.  It  has 
included  $637,000  for  the  coming  year 
to  enable  this  agency  to  continue  to  coor¬ 
dinate  and  expedite  this  phase  of  the 
Department’s  work  here  in  Washington. 
It  has  provided  an  additional  $400,000 
to  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  to 
enable  that  agency  to  give  additional  at¬ 
tention  to  development  of  projects 
needed  in  rural  areas  through  its  exist¬ 
ing  field  offices.  Also,  it  has  included 
money  for  Appalachia  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  additional  needs  can  be 
met  from  the  regular  programs  available 
to  all  areas  of  the  country.  It  has  re¬ 
stored  the  proposed  budget  reductions 
for  the  old-line  agencies  to  meet  this  and 
other  needs  of  agriculture  throughout 
the  country.  These  nationwide  pro¬ 
grams  are  essential  to  keep  other  areas 
of  the  United  States  from  facing  the 
same  conditions  found  in  Appalachia  and 
other  low-income  rural  areas. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Any  of  you  who  have  been  here  for 
some  years  know  that  I  have  made  a 
career  of  trying  to  keep  the  Department 
and  its  operations  throughout  the  world 
in  a  competitive  position.  We  got  them 
to  export  competitively  for  awhile,  but 
the  pressures  caused  them  to  stop.  They 
carried  out  the  law  briefly.  I  say  to  you 
again  that  the  primary  reason  for  this 
$1  billion  worth  of  cotton  that  we  have 
on  our  hands  is  because  the  Department 
refused  to  carry  out  the  law. 

They  have  promised  us  again  that  they 
will  put  our  cotton  surplus  on  the  mar¬ 
kets  of  the  world  at  the  world  market 
price  and  cut  the  surplus  to  3  million 
bales  per  year. 

I  urge  the  Members  of  the  Committee 
to  keep  in  mind  the  fact  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  has  a  right 
to  use  the  proceeds  of  those  sales  to 
carry  out  its  obligations.  So,  we  have 
$3.5  billion  in  the  bill  to  restore  the 
capital  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration.  We  cut  the  amount  by  $55,- 
855,000,  since  we  expect  them  to  obtain 
that  money  by  selling  this  cotton.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  needs  to  be  done. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  that  over 
the  years  during  which  I  have  been  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  this  is  the 
first  time  I  have  heard  from  every  last 
Member  of  this  body  in  connection  with 
one  program  or  another  which  the  budget 
reduced  or  eliminated.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  heard  from  the  delegation  of  the 
State  of  New  York.  I  mention  this  be¬ 
cause  it  does  represent  one  of  the  largest 


States  in  our  Nation,  and  the  Members 
from  that  area  urged  our  committee  to 
restore  the  funds  that  we  have  cut. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  had  a 
resolution  from  the  great  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  signed  by  the  dean  of  that  dele¬ 
gation,  urging  our  subcommittee  to  re¬ 
store  these  cuts.  Most  Members  of  this 
House  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  have 
requested  this  committee  to  restore  these 
funds  designed  to  protect  the  health  of 
the  people,  and  meet  the  commitments 
which  we  have  undertaken  for  our  water¬ 
shed  programs,  the  electrification  of  our 
farms,  and  other  essential  activities.  I 
feel  we  should  have  the  support  of  every 
Member  of  this  body  in  this  respect. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  say  with  pride  that 
we  have  done  our  best  in  this  bill  to  re¬ 
store  those  essential  and  basic  programs 
directed  toward  providing  our  food  sup¬ 
ply  and  protecting  our  general  health 
and  welfare. 

AGRICULTURAL  research  service 

The  bill  includes  $120,673,000  for  fiscal 
year  1967  for  the  research  programs  of 
this  agency.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $5,- 
286,000  in  the  1966  appropriation  and  a 
restoration  of  $12,693,000  to  the  budget 
request.  The  sum  of  $750,700  to  provide 
for  pay  act  increases  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  89-301  is  included. 

The  amount  recommended  includes  an 
increase  of  $1,800,000  for  staffing  and 
operating  new  and  expanded  farm  re¬ 
search  laboratories  and  watershed  cen¬ 
ters  previously  authorized  by  Congress. 
In  view  of  difficulties  of  recruiting  com¬ 
petent  research  and  scientific  personnel, 
the  committee  has  approved  approxi¬ 
mately  half  of  the  budget  request  for  this 
purpose. 

The  committee  has  also  included 
$100,000  to  undertake  a  research  pro¬ 
gram  on  equine  infectious  anemia  or 
swamp  fever  of  horses.  Within  the  past 
year,  there  have  been  confirmed  out¬ 
breaks  in  nine  States,  including  Mary¬ 
land,  Illinois,  and  Washington.  The  dis¬ 
ease  is  a  potential  threat  to  the  Nation’s 
horse  industry  valued  at  $3.5  billion. 
The  Department  has  well-qualified  sci¬ 
entists  in  this  area  and  is  especially  well 
equipped  to  undertake  this  research.  It 
should  proceed  to  bring  together  existing 
data  for  immediate  use,  looking  forward 
to  a  more  complete  research  program 
next  year. 

A  total  reduction  of  $5,561,000  is  rec¬ 
ommended  in  the  budget,  based  on  the 
proposed  closing  or  curtailing  of  numer¬ 
ous  research  stations  throughout  the 
country  during  this  and  the  next  fiscal 
year.  The  proposed  budget  cut  consists 
of  three  types  of  research  reductions : 


Research  projects  closed  in  fiscal 
year  1965  for  which  final  closing 
costs  were  incurred  in  fiscal  year 

1966 _  $159,  700 

Research  laboratories  scheduled 
for  closing  later  in  fiscal  year 

1966  (24  locations) _  791,300 

Research  programs  proposed  to  be 
eliminated  or  curtailed  in  fiscal 
year  1967  (70  locations) _ 4,  610,  000 


Total  reduction  proposed  in 
<  budget -  5,  561,  000 


The  committee  has  not  restored  the  re¬ 
duction  of  $159,700  for  projects  termi¬ 
nated  in  fiscal  year  1965,  since  these  fa¬ 
cilities  have  been  closed,  and  including 


the  funds  would  not  serve  to  restore 
such  activities.  The  balance  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  reduction,  a  total  of  $5,401,300,  has 
been  restored  to  the  bill  for  the  projects 
and  laboratories  scheduled  for  closing  or 
reduction  in  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967, 
to  be  financed  from  funds  transferred 
from  section  32.  A  complete  list  of  re¬ 
search  facilities  and  projects  restored  by 
this  action  will  be  found  on  pages  354-384 
of  part  I  of  the  committee  hearings  on 
the  1967  budget. 

In  essence,  the  committee’s  action  is 
based  on  its  belief  that  it  would  be  a  seri¬ 
ous  mistake  to  make  any  reductions 
which  would  weaken  the  ability  of  our 
agricultural  system  to  assure  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  food  and  fiber  to  a  con¬ 
stantly  increasing  number  of  consumers 
in  the  United  States  and  abroad  who 
must  depend  on  an  efficient  and  produc¬ 
tive  agriculture  for  their  future  well¬ 
being. 

Experience  clearly  demonstrates  the 
absolute  necessity  of  continuous  research 
to  stay  ahead  of  threats  to  our  food  sup¬ 
ply  from  grain  rusts,  viruses,  plant 
diseases,  drought,  heat,  winter  kill,  and 
other  problems.  Agricultural  scientists 
have  presented  ample  evidence  to  prove 
that  our  research  efforts  must  be  at  least 
5  years  ahead  of  the  constant  threat 
from  existing  pests  and  their  hybridized 
descendants.  For  example,  a  new  race 
of  wheat  rust,  known  as  15B,  appeared 
suddenly  in  this  country  and  wiped  out 
300  million  bushels  of  wheat  and  durum 
worth  $500  million  in  the  period  1950  to 
1955.  Previous  research  on  a  new  variety 
of  wheat  called  “Selkirk”  provided  a 
stopgap  crop  to  partially  offset  these 
disastrous  losses  until  research  could  de¬ 
velop  newer  and  better  varieties  with  re¬ 
sistance  to  race  15B  and  other  rusts 
which  would  eventually  adapt  and  attack 
“Selkirk.” 

The  bill  also  provides  $10,619,000  for 
the  construction  of  10  research  facilities 
from  section  32  funds,  for  which  plan¬ 
ning  funds  were  provided  last  year  and 
for  which  plans  are  expected  to  be 
completed  during  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
This  amount  is  more  than  offset  by  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $11,418,000  for  nonrecurring 
planning  and  construction  funds  includ¬ 
ed  in  the  1966  appropriation  bill  and  not 
needed  again  in  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
The  new  facilities  funded  in  this  bill  are 
needed  to  meet  urgent  research  deficien¬ 
cies  in  the  areas  of  food  crops,  livestock 
production,  soil  and  water  conservation, 
human  nutrition  and  consumer  needs. 


Grain  marketing  research,  Man¬ 
hattan,  Kans _ $3,  160,  000 

Cereal  rust  research,  St.  Paul, 

Minn _  600,  000 

National  Sedimentation  Labora¬ 
tory,  Oxford,  Miss _  935,  000 

Range  livestock  research.  Miles 

City,  Mont _  481,  000 

Meat  animal  research.  Clay  Cen¬ 
ter,  Nebr _  3,  450,  000 

Nutrition  and  consumer  use  re¬ 
search,  Grand  Porks,  N.  Dak _  583,  000 

Soil  and  water  research,  Pendle¬ 
ton,  Oreg _  380,  000 

Pasture  research.  University  Park 

Pa -  360,  000 

Soil  and  water  research.  Bush- 

land,  Tex _  325,  000 

Barley  research,  Madison  Wis _  345,  000 


Total  construction  funds..  10,  619,  000 
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A  larger  than  usual  number  of  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  and  public  witnesses 
presented  testimony  to  the  committee 
this  year.  Many  of  their  statements 
were  in  support  of  the  restoration  of 
proposed  research  cuts.  Others  were  in 
support  of  additional  research  programs 
needed  to  meet  special  problems  in  cer¬ 
tain  areas  of  the  country.  The  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  is  requested  to  review  the  hear¬ 
ing  record  and  to  give  careful  considera¬ 
tion  to  these  proposals  in  the  allocation 
of  funds  made  available  through  this 
appropriation  and  in  the  use  of  his  con¬ 
tingency  research  fund. 

There  appears  to  be  an  urgent  need  for 
additional  research  attention  to  im¬ 
proved  equipment  for  grain  grading,  soy¬ 
bean  production,  tile  drainage  systems 
in  southern  California,  mechanization 
of  production  of  dates  and  other  com¬ 
modities,  and  many  other  problems.  The 
Administrator  is  requested  to  study  each 
of  these  matters,  bringing  together  ex¬ 
isting  research  data  and  making  it  avail¬ 
able  to  those  who  need  it,  and  to  under¬ 
take  as  much  new  research  as  possible 
within  the  limits  of  available  funds.  It 
is  recognized  that  only  a  small  beginning 
can  be  made  in  the  coming  year.  But 
the  problems  are  so  important  and  the 
monetary  values  are  so  great  that  it  is 
imperative  that  a  start  be  made  next 
year,  looking  forward  to  the  inclusion  of 
more  adequate  research  funds  in  future 
budgets  for  these  purposes. 

Also,  consideration  should  be  given  to 
the  resumption  of  a  small-scale  coopera¬ 
tive  research  project  on  rabbit  breeding 
either  at  the  University  of  Arkansas  or 
in  California.  In  view  of  the  great  num¬ 
ber  of  small,  and  in  many  cases,  retired 
farmers  who  depend  on  rabbit  produc¬ 
tion  as  an  important  source  of  income, 
some  continuing  research  attention  to 
their  problems  is  warranted. 

For  plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest 
control,  the  committee  recommends  an 
appropriation  of  $76,764,000  for  fiscal 
year  1967,  an  increase  of  $1,217,000  over 
funds  provided  for  fiscal  year  1966  and 
an  increase  of  $7,016,000  in  the  budget 
request.  The  full  budget  estimate  of 
$438,300  for  pay  costs  authorized  by 
Public  Law  89-301  is  included. 

The  proposed  budget  reduction  of  $7,- 
803,100  for  various  insect  and  disease 
control  programs  has  been  restored  by 
the  committee.  The  restorations  are  as 


follows: 

Imported  fire  ant _ $3,  303,  000 

Phony  peach  and  peach  mosaic _  190,  600 

Soybean  cyst  nematode _  523,  000 

Sweetpotato  weevil _  296,  600 

Barberry  eradication _  371,  700 

Golden  nematode _  320,  000 

Gypsy  moth _  261,  800 

Witchweed _  350,  000 

Brucellosis _  1,  702,  100 

Scabies _  484.  300 


Total  restorations _  7,  803,  100 


With  greater  threats  from  insects  and 
diseases  due  to  increasing  travel  and 
transportation  between  all  parts  of  the 
world,  with  the  supplies  of  certain  basic 
foods  reaching  low  levels,  with  farm  labor 
in  short  supply,  with  increasing  costs  of 
production,  and  with  the  many  other 
problems  facing  agriculture  and  the  con¬ 
sumer,  the  committee  believes  it  unwise 
to  reduce  our  efforts  to  keep  insects  and 


diseases  from  destroying  our  food  supply 
and  from  spreading  to  new  parts  of  the 
Nation.  It  appears  much  more  appro¬ 
priate  to  intensify  these  activities  in  the 
hope  of  eventually  eradicating  these 
pests  wherever  possible. 

The  imported  fire  ant  was  introduced 
into  the  Mobile,  Ala.,  area  about  1920, 
probably  from  South  America.  By  the 
end  of  1953,  the  pest  was  known  to  infest 
102  counties  in  9  Southern  States.  A  co¬ 
operative  eradication  program  was  initi¬ 
ated  by  the  States  affected  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  in  1957.  The  program 
has  helped  to  prevent  long-distance 
spread,  has  eliminated  outlying  infesta¬ 
tions,  and  has  protected  other  areas  of 
the  country.  Crop  losses  and  increased 
cost  of  production  in  infested  areas  fully 
justify  continued  efforts  to  control  and 
eradicate  this  pest.  Large  potential 
losses  warrant  the  continuation  of  a  co¬ 
operative  Federal-State  program  to  pre¬ 
vent  spread  to  the  uninfested  areas  in 
the  rest  of  the  country.  The  Adminis¬ 
trator  is  requested  to  plan  a  3-year  pro¬ 
gram  to  eradicate  this  pest  if  assurances 
of  full  cooperation  are  received  from 
State  and  local  authorities. 

The  damage  to  the  supply  of  food  and 
fiber  of  the  Nation  from  the  other  insects 
and  diseases  for  which  funds  for  control 
and  eradication  have  been  restored  is 
well  documented.  During  the  summer 
of  1965,  263,000  acres  were  defoliated  by 
the  gypsy  moth  in  the  Northeastern 
States  and  it  appears  that  further  spread 
is  likely  in  1966  unless  increased  control 
measures  are  taken.  It  has  been  pos¬ 
sible  to  confine  the  golden  nematode  to  a 
small  area  of  Long  Island  through  co¬ 
operative  Federal-State  control;  how¬ 
ever,  a  reduction  in  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  in  this  effort  would  allow  this  insect 
to  spread  to  potato  growing  areas  in  other 
parts  of  the  country.  The  golden  nema¬ 
tode  has  recently  been  discovered  in 
Canada,  which  presents  a  new  threat  to 
potato  growers  in  Idaho  and  the  North¬ 
west. 

Crop  losses  from  the  soybean  cyst 
nematode  in  1965  exceeded  the  $3  million 
loss  estimated  by  growers  in  1964,  and 
surveys  reveal  infestations  in  15  new 
counties  involving  nearly  100,000  acres. 
Until  a  nematode  resistant  variety  of 
soybean  can  be  developed  and  distrib¬ 
uted,  the  present  control  program  must 
be  continued. 

Barberry  is  one  of  the  most  important 
sources  of  destructive  stem  rust  diseases 
of  wheat  and  feed  grains.  In  view  of 
present  low  supplies  of  these  important 
food  crops  in  this  country,  and  in  view  of 
possible  future  world  food  shortages,  it  is 
essential  that  control  of  cereal  rusts  be 
continued  at  least  at  present  levels. 

Phony  peach  and  peach  mosaic  are  a 
constant  threat  to  the  growers  of  peaches 
and  other  fruits  in  the  United  States. 
Without  adequate  measures  to  control 
these  diseases,  the  fruit  industry  in  many 
areas  would  be  wiped  out.  Both  Federal 
and  State  participation  are  essential  for 
satisfactory  control  programs. 

The  sweetpotato  weevil  is  regarded 
as  the  most  important  pest  of  sweetpota- 
toes  and  failure  to  control  it  could  result 
in  a  complete  loss  of  the  crop.  Federal 
participation  in  its  control  appears  to  be 
necessary  in  view  of  the  large  area  of  the 
country  infested.  Additional  infesta¬ 
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tions  have  been  found  in  several  States 
in  the  past  year  and  increased  concern 
has  developed  at  local  levels.  This  con¬ 
trol  work  should  be  kept  at  present  year 
levels  to  protect  this  segment  of  agricul¬ 
ture  production. 

Witchweed  infestation  is  still  confined 
to  35  counties  in  North  and  South  Caro¬ 
lina.  Some  661  new  infested  properties 
covering  17,118  acres  were  found  in  1965. 
The  present  program  should  be  continued 
to  prevent  further  and  possibly  long¬ 
distance  spread. 

More  than  18  percent  of  the  country, 
including  eight  complete  States,  has  been 
certified  brucellosis  free.  Over  88  per¬ 
cent  of  the  Nation’s  counties  have 
achieved  the  modified  brucellosis-free 
status.  It  is  essential  that  eradication 
be  completed  in  the  rest  of  the  areas  of 
the  Nation  in  the  shortest  possible  time. 
A  reduction  in  Federal  support  would 
not  only  be  unfair  to  States  and  counties 
where  the  disease  has  been  eradicated, 
but  it  would  be  a  most  unwise  backward 
step,  which  could  result  in  the  loss  of 
funds  previously  invested  in  this  effort. 

According  to  expert  witnesses,  there 
have  been  15  new  cases  of  cattle  scabies 
reported  since  the  submission  of  the  1967 
budget.  The  potential  loss  in  meat  pro¬ 
duction,  and  the  loss  of  gains  made  in 
sheep  and  cattle  scabies  control  to  date, 
indicate  the  wisdom  of  continuing  funds 
for  this  purpose  at  the  current  level. 

The  funds  recommended  in  this  bill 
also  include  an  increase  of  $600,000  for 
plant  and  animal  quarantine  inspection 
at  our  ports  of  entry.  Half  of  this 
amount  is  provided  to  put  USDA  inspec¬ 
tors  on  the  same  Sunday  overtime  ar¬ 
rangement  as  is  used  for  customs  and 
immigration  inspectors  with  whom  they 
work  side  by  side.  The  balance  is  to 
meet  the  ever-increasing  threat  to  Amer¬ 
ican  agriculture  from  imported  insects 
and  diseases. 

Nearly  8  million  more  people  entered 
the  United  States  during  fiscal  year  1965 
than  during  the  previous  12  months. 
Arriving  24  hours  a  day,  7  days  a  week, 
an  increasing  number  of  these  entries 
are  at  inland  ports  for  oceangoing  ves¬ 
sels  and  interior  airfields,  thus  increas¬ 
ing  the  hazard  of  quick  spread  of  any 
introduced  foreign  pests  within  the 
country. 

Indicative  of  the  scope  of  the  prob¬ 
lem  is  the  number  of  plant  pests  and 
prohibited  plant  material  intercepted. 
During  the  fiscal  year  1965,  over  478,000 
interceptions  were  made  at  ports  of 
entry — 21  percent  over  the  average  of  the 
preceding  5-year  period.  More  than  half 
of  these  interceptions  were  found  in  the 
36.6  million  pieces  of  baggage  carried 
into  the  country  by  186  million  persons 
who  entered  the  country  during  the  year. 
The  remainder  was  found,  for  the  most 
part,  in  the  stores  of  planes  and  ships, 
in  mail  and  in  commercial  shipments. 

Air  passenger  traffic,  as  well  as  air 
cargo,  continues  on  a  steady  upward 
trend.  The  growing  volume  of  vehicular 
traffic  from  Mexico  and  Central  Amer¬ 
ica — 29  million  vehicles  in  fiscal  1965 — 
adds  to  the  risk  of  pest  introduction, 
making  it  necessary  to  intensify  efforts  to 
prevent  the  entry  of  dangerous  pests 
from  those  countries.  Travel  to  and  from 
Hawaii  and  offshore  islands  continues  to 
be  increasingly  popular,  placing  addi- 
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tional  responsibility  on  the  inspection 
force  to  forestall  the  movement  of  several 
notoriously  destructive  pests  to  the  main¬ 
land. 

The  bill  also  includes  an  additional 
$100,000  for  diagnosis,  control,  and  eradi¬ 
cation  of  equine  piroplasmosis  and  infec¬ 
tious  anemia — swamp  fever — of  horses. 
These  diseases  pose  a  serious  threat  to 
the  Nation’s  horse  industry  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  Diagnosis  and  control  must  be 
started  as  soon  as  possible  in  view  of 
recent  serious  outbreaks  in  Maryland  and 
Florida  and  the  threat  to  other  areas  of 
the  country. 

An  increase  of  $400,000  is  recom¬ 
mended  in  this  appropriation  to 
strengthen  pesticides  regulation  under 
the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  and 
Rodenticide  Act.  Increased  concern  over 
pesticides  and  pesticide  regulation  makes 
it  imperative  that  the  registration  and 
enforcement  work  under  the  act  be  ex¬ 
panded.  The  increase  will  provide  addi¬ 
tional  chemical  laboratory  tests  at  Belts- 
ville  and  more  field  inspection  in  areas 
of  high  production,  shipment  and  use  of 
chemicals. 

A  proposed  decrease  of  $321,300  has 
been  approved,  due  to  the  elimination  of 
1966  nonrecurring  screwworm  survey 
funds.  This  survey,  which  is  now  under¬ 
way  in  Mexico  to  obtain  information  on 
screwworm  infestations  threatening  the 
United  States,  will  be  completed  in  fiscal 
year  1966  and  funds  will  not  be  needed  in 
fiscal  year  1967. 

Planning  funds  for  relocation  of  the 
present  animal  quarantine  station  at 
Clifton,  N.J.,  have  been  deferred  until  a 
site  can  be  selected. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know,  this  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  intensely  concerned 
about  our  pesticide  problems.  Two 
years  ago,  we  added  nearly  $27  million 
for  additional  research  in  this  area.  Last 
year,  the  committee  had  a  full  investi¬ 
gation  made  of  the  effects,  uses,  control, 
and  research  of  agricultural  pesticides. 
The  final  report  was  included  in  part  I 
of  the  committee  hearings  on  the  1966 
budget  for  agriculture. 

Numerous  doctors  and  scientists  were 
inteiwiewed  by  our  investigators  during 
this  study.  I  am  pleased  to  include  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks  today  a  list 
of  those  who  provided  information  for 
this  study  and  who  have  agreed  to  have 
their  names  published. 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

An  appropriation  of  $55,227,000  is 
recommended  for  this  cooperative  re¬ 
search  program  of  the  land-grant  insti¬ 
tutions  for  1967.  This  is  the  same 
amount  as  provided  for  fiscal  year  1966, 
including  a  transfer  of  $400,000  from 
section  32  funds  for  which  a  direct  ap¬ 
propriation  is  recommended  for  fiscal 
year  1967. 

The  1967  budget  proposes  a  reduction 
of  $8,245,000  for  payments  to  the  State 
experiment  stations  under  the  Hatch 
Act,  together  with  a  reduction  of  $2  mil¬ 
lion  for  grants  for  construction  of  fa¬ 
cilities  at  research  stations.  As  previ¬ 
ously  pointed  out  in  this  report,  the 
committee  has  restored  these  amounts 
to  last  year’s  level.  This  results  in  a  net 
restoration  of  $7,487,000  due  to  an  off¬ 
setting  decrease  for  research  grants. 


EXTENSION  SERVICE 

The  committee  recommends  $89,824,- 
000  for  fiscal  year  1967  for  the  various 
programs  of  this  agency.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $689,000  in  appropriations 
for  fiscal  year  1966  and  a  decrease  of 
$400,000  in  the  budget  estimates. 

For  payments  to  States  under  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  the  full  budget  esti¬ 
mate  of  $75,917,500  is  provided.  Also, 
the  budget  request  of  $8,139,500  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  retirement  and  employees’ 
compensation  costs  for  extension  agents, 
and  the  estimate  of  $3,113,000  for  pen¬ 
alty  mail  costs  is  included  in  the  bill. 

The  budget  proposal  to  shift  $10  mil¬ 
lion  from  the  formula  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tions  3(c)  of  the  Smith-Lever  Act  to 
nonformula  distribution  under  section 
3(d)  of  that  act  is  not  approved.  The 
language  of  the  bill  provides  that  the 
full  amount  included  for  payments  to 
States,  other  than  $1,570,000  for  co¬ 
operative  marketing  work,  shall  be  dis¬ 
tributed  under  the  existing  formula  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Smith-Lever  Act.  The 
proposed  shift  in  funds  would  have 
seriously  affected  the  regular  continuing 
extension  activities  at  the  State  and 
county  level  and  would  have  adversely 
affected  the  long-range  continuity  and 
effectiveness  of  the  county  agent  system. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  conservation  operations  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $109,235,000  is  recommended 
for  the  coming  fiscal  year  for  technical 
assistance  to  soil  conservation  districts, 
communities  and  other  cooperatives,  and 
for  related  activities.  This  amount  ap¬ 
proved  is  an  increase  of  $433,000  in  the 
1966  appropriation  and  is  $215,000  over 
the  budget  estimate. 

An  increase  of  $807,000  is  included  to 
cover  pay  costs  in  fiscal  year  1967  pur¬ 
suant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 

The  sum  recommended  includes  $515,- 
000  to  provide  staff  assistance  for  an  ad¬ 
ditional  18  districts  which  are  expected 
to  be  organized  in  fiscal  year  1967.  Con¬ 
gress  has  encouraged  the  formation  of 
new  districts  to  expand  soil  conservation 
work  to  every  area  of  the  Nation.  The 
provision  of  adequate  funds  to  meet  their 
needs  in  the  early  stages  of  their  devel¬ 
opment  is  important  to  their  successful 
operation. 

The  regular  assistance  to  existing  dis¬ 
tricts  should  be  continued  in  the  coming 
year  and  the  number  of  technicians  in 
predominantly  agricultural  areas  should 
not  be  reduced  to  provide  assistance  to 
the  new  recreational  type  of  programs. 

An  additional  $750,000  is  provided  for 
technical  assistance  in  the  Appalachian 
region.  In  addition  to  the  expanded 
assistance  specifically  provided  for  this 
region  by  these  funds,  the  services  of  the 
regular  soil  conservation  technicians  are 
available  to  meet  the  soil  conservation 
needs  in  this  area  in  the  same  way  and 
on  the  same  basis  as  they  are  provided  to 
all  other  regions  of  the  Nation.  The 
appropriation  recommended  also  in¬ 
cludes  $51,000  for  continuing  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  a  new  plant  materials  center  in 
Appalachia  which  provides  seed  and 
plants  used  for  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  purposes  in  the  area. 

The  1967  budget  proposes  a  reduction 
of  $3,600,000  for  soil  surveys  needed  for 
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planning  and  technical  assistance  to  con¬ 
servation  district  cooperators.  In  view 
of  the  need  to  continue  field  mapping  and 
publication  of  soil  surveys  as  a  basis  for 
effective  soil  and  water  conservation 
activities,  the  committee  recommends  the 
restoration  of  $2  million  of  the  proposed 
reduction. 

For  the  watershed  planning  program, 
the  committee  recommends  $6,142,000 
for  the  next  fiscal  year,  an  increase  of 
$289,000  over  the  appropriation  for  fiscal 
year  1966.  The  amount  provided  includes 
an  increase  of  $29,000  for  pay  costs  pur¬ 
suant  to  Public  Law  89-301.  It  also  in¬ 
cludes  $260,000  for  watershed  work  plans 
in  the  Appalachian  region.  In  addition, 
planning  assistance  is  available  as  needed 
in  Appalachia  from  the  regular  planning 
activities  of  this  agency. 

The  budget  proposes  to  reduce  the 
number  of  new  planning  starts  from  100 
authorized  for  the  current  fiscal  year  to 
50  for  fiscal  year  1967.  Of  this  number, 
it  is  proposed  to  allocate  10  to  the  Ap¬ 
palachian  area,  which  would  leave  40  for 
the  rest  of  the  Nation — less  than  one  per 
State. 

The  committee  does  not  agree  with 
the  proposed  cut  in  new  planning  starts,  j 
In  view  of  the  large  number  of  applica¬ 
tions  for  planning  received  to  date  and 
still  waiting  for  planning  action,  it  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  limitation  on  new  starts 
should  be  restored  to  at  least  this  year’s 
level  of  100.  Figures  provided  by  the 
Department  show  that  an  estimated  to¬ 
tal  of  2540  applications  will  have  been 
received  by  next  June  30,  with  1059  still 
waiting  for  planning  to  be  started.  As 
of  last  June  30,  there  were  941  applica¬ 
tions  which  had  been  approved  for  plan¬ 
ning  but  upon  which  no  work  had  been 
started. 

An  appropriation  of  $67,020,000  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  for  watershed  protec¬ 
tion  projects  under  Public  Law  566  and 
the  original  pilot  program.  This  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $689,000  In  the  fiscal  year  1966 
appropriation  and  is  $461,000  above  the 
1967  budget.  An  increase  of  $1,000,000 
is  included  to  accelerate  river  basin  sur¬ 
veys  and  investigations,  and  $225,000  ad¬ 
ditional  is  provided  to  meet  pay  costs  ( 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301.  These 
are  partially  offset  by  a  decrease  of 
$36,000  due  to  completion  of  all  but  one 
of  the  original  pilot  projects,  and  a 
budgeted  decrease  of  $500,000  for  water¬ 
shed  protection  loans. 

The  budget  proposes  to  reduce  the 
funds  for  installation  of  works  of  im¬ 
provement  in  Public  Law  566  watershed 
projects  by  $1,444,600.  It  also  proposes 
to  cut  the  number  of  new  construction 
starts  from  80  in  the  present  year  to  35 
next  year.  Of  the  35,  seven  are  allocated 
to  the  Appalachian  region,  leaving  only 
28  new  construction  starts  in  the  rest  of 
the  country  for  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
The  committee  has  restored  the  proposed 
reduction  in  funds  and  proposes  that 
construction  starts  be  restored  at  least 
to  the  present  level  of  80.  With  regard  to 
the  metropolitan  water  management 
project  in  the  Tennessee-Mississippi  area, 
such  project  shall  include  the  Big  Hatchie 
watershed  in  Tennessee  and  Mississippi 
in  cooperation  with  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers. 

This  action  is  taken  in  view  of  the  need 
for  additional  protection  of  our  soil  and 
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water  resources.  It  is  also  based  on  the 
constant  increase  in  demand  for  this  pro¬ 
gram  and  large  number  of  small  water¬ 
shed  projects  which  have  been  and  are 
still  awaiting  construction. 

The  number  of  uncompleted  projects 
which  have  been  approved  for  construc¬ 
tion  is  expected  to  increase  from  503  on 
June  30,  1965,  to  552  on  June  30,  1966, 
and  to  627  on  June  30,  1967.  It  will  also 
be  noted  that  the  number  of  new  proj¬ 
ects  approved  is  expected  to  increase 
from  66  in  1965,  to  105  in  1966,  and  to  120 
in  1967. 

The  full  budget  of  $25,654,000  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  flood  prevention  water¬ 
shed  program  for  fiscal  year  1967.  The 
increase  of  $83,000  is  provided  to  meet 
pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 

ECONOMIC  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

An  appropriation  of  $12,032,000  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $250,000  in  the 
funds  provided  for  fiscal  year  1966  and  is 
a  decrease  of  $515,000  in  the  budget 
request. 

An  additional  $200,000  is  provided  for 
economic  research  in  the  Appalachian 
region,  which  can  be  supplemented  by 
|  the  regular  research  program  of  this 
agency  to  the  extent  needed.  An  in¬ 
crease  of  $154,000  is  included  for  re¬ 
search  on  water  management  and  use  in 
agriculture,  and  $96,000  is  approved  for 
pay  act  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89- 
301.  These  increases  are  partially  offset 
by  a  reduction  of  $200,000  provided  last 
year  for  a  study  of  the  food  industry 
w'hich  will  be  completed  in  fiscal  year 
1966. 

The  need  for  expanded  research  on 
water  management  and  use  is  reflected 
in  the  recommendation  of  the  Federal 
Council  for  Science  and  Technology  that 
Federal  research  be  increased  in  all 
phases  of  water  management.  The 
Council  especially  cited  the  need  for  ex¬ 
panded  research  on  economic  aspects, 
which  they  considered  to  be  the  major 
deficiency  in  current  programs.  Coop¬ 
eration  of  State  experiment  stations  and 
State  water  resource  institutes  is  ex- 
k  pected  in  these  studies. 

"  STATISTICAL  REPORTING  SERVICE 

The  committee  notes  that  this  year 
marks  the  100th  anniversary  of  our  crop 
and  livestock  estimates  program.  All 
segments  of  agriculture,  from  the  pro¬ 
ducer  to  the  consumer,  benefit  from  the 
information  made  available  through 
this  program. 

The  bill  includes  an  appropriation  of 
$13,272,000  for  the  programs  of  this  serv¬ 
ice  in  fiscal  year  1967.  This  is  a  decrease 
of  $795,000  in  the  1966  appropriation  and 
is  $162,000  below  the  1967  budget  esti¬ 
mate. 

An  additional  $116,000  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  for  expansion  of  the  long-range 
program  for  improving  crop  and  live¬ 
stock  estimates,  which  was  initiated  4 
years  ago  to  increase  the  accuracy  and 
dependability  of  these  estimates  in  view 
of  their  extreme  value  to  those  engaged 
in  agriculture.  An  increase  of  $350,000 
is  included  for  improved  data  collection 
on  farm  employment  and  farm  wage 
rates.  Recent  changes  in  farm  labor 
use,  supply  and  costs  make  it  imperative 
that  additional  data  be  developed  to 
guide  farmers  in  meeting  this  problem. 


Also,  $86,000  has  been  added  to  cover  pay 
act  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 

These  increases  are  more  than  offset 
by  decreases,  including  reductions  of 
$150,000  resulting  from  management  im¬ 
provements,  and  $1,197,000  provided  last 
year  for  a  large-scale  computer  which 
will  be  purchased  and  installed  during 
the  present  year,  and  for  which  funds 
will  not  be  needed  in  the  coming  year. 

CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE 

For  consumer  protective,  marketing, 
and  regulatory  programs,  for  the  coming 
year,  an  appropriation  of  $82,757,000  is 
recommended.  This  is  an  increase  of 
$5,103,000  over  funds  authorized  for  fis¬ 
cal  year  1966  and  is  a  reduction  of  $904,- 
0C0  in  the  budget  request. 

An  increase  of  $3  million  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  meat  inspection  and  an  addi¬ 
tional  $1  million  is  proposed  for  poultry 
inspection.  This  will  provide  about  275 
additional  meat  inspectors  and  85  addi¬ 
tional  poultry  inspectors  for  the  next 
fiscal  year.  Due  to  the  continuing  move¬ 
ment  away  from  large  packing  plants  in 
major  centers,  the  number  of  meat  pack¬ 
ing  and  processing  plants  requiring  in¬ 
spection  continues  to  increase. 

Also,  increased  consumption  of  poultry 
due  to  population  expansion,  and  a 
standard  of  living  which  permits  a  per 
capita  increase  in  consumption,  is  re¬ 
sulting  in  an  ever  increasing  volume  to 
be  inpsected. 

An  additional  $613,000  is  included  to 
provide  for  cotton  micronaire  readings 
as  a  part  of  cotton  classing.  On  June 
1,  1966,  the  Department  amended  the 
cotton  standard  to  require  micronaire 
readings  of  fiber  fineness  and  maturity 
as  a  part  of  classing,  in  addition  to  the 
traditional  grade  and  staple  determina¬ 
tions.  It  is  estimated  that  about  12  mil¬ 
lion  samples  will  be  tested  in  the  coming 
year,  at  an  average  cost  of  5  cents  per 
sample. 

For  a  number  of  years,  the  committee 
has  believed  that  the  enforcement  of  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  could  be 
handled  more  effectively  by  a  separate 
unit  located  directly  under  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  office.  In  its  report  on  the  1964 
appropiration  bill,  the  committee  called 
on  the  Secretary  to  take  such  action. 
This  position  had  been  concurred  in  also 
by  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee. 
In  view  of  present  problems  facing  the 
meat  industry,  and  in  view  of  the  in¬ 
creasing  need  for  the  Department  to  as¬ 
sure  free,  open,  and  fair  competition  and 
fair  practices  in  the  marketing  of  live¬ 
stock  and  poultry,  the  committee  feels 
that  this  change  can  no  longer  be  de¬ 
ferred.  Accordingly,  it  has  transferred 
the  funds  totaling  $2,400,000  for  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act 
from  this  appropriation  to  a  separate 
heading  later  in  this  bill.  With  this 
transfer,  it  again  urges  the  Secretary  to 
place  this  unit  under  his  direct  super¬ 
vision  in  the  same  way  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Exchange  Authority  is  located. 

The  special  milk  program  is  aimed  pri¬ 
marily  at  increasing  the  consumption  of 
fluid  milk  by  children.  Nonprofit  schools 
of  high  school  grade  and  under,  all  non¬ 
profit  slimmer  camps,  and  child-care  in¬ 
stitutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  train¬ 
ing  of  children,  are  eligible  to  participate 
in  the  program. 


The  proposal  to  reduce  this  program 
from  103  million  in  fiscal  year  1966  to 
$21  million  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  is 
one  of  the  most  drastic  reductions  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  committee  in  the  1967 
budget.  If  approved,  it  would  deny  sup¬ 
plemental  milk  to  about  80  percent  of 
the  schoolchildren  now  receiving  such 
milk.  In  addition,  the  proposal  to  limit 
the  program  to  needy  children  would 
place  a  stigma  on  those  children  to  re¬ 
ceive  milk  next  year,  which  could  sub¬ 
stantially  reduce  the  number  of  children 
who  would  participate. 

The  benefits  of  this  program  to  the 
health  and  dietary  habits  of  school  chil¬ 
dren  of  this  Nation  are  well  recognized. 
Many  witnesses  have  testified  to  the  ben¬ 
efits  to  school  attendance  and  an  im¬ 
proved  approach  to  learning  by  students 
receiving  this  milk  free  or  at  reduced 
prices. 

The  program  has  been  so  successful 
that  it  has  been  adopted  in  many  other 
countries  of  the  world.  Large  quantities 
of  dried  milk  have  been  shipped  abroad 
under  our  food-for-peace  program  for 
use  in  the  schools  of  countries  to  which 
we  are  supplying  aid  and  assistance. 
Further,  as  pointed  out  earlier,  the  num¬ 
ber  of  young  people  turned  down  for  mili¬ 
tary  service  due  to  physical  defects  re¬ 
sulting  from  nutritional  deficiencies  in¬ 
dicates  the  importance  of  continuing 
programs  which  contribute  to  the  health 
and  welfare  of  our  schoolchildren. 

The  committee  has  restored  the  pro¬ 
posed  budget  cut  by  providing  a  direct 
appropriation  of  $50  million  and  by  di¬ 
recting  the  transfer  of  $53  million  from 
section  32  funds.  The  latest  available 
data  on  the  status  of  section  32  funds 
indicates  that  this  transfer  can  be  made 
without  impairing  the  Department’s 
ability  to  meet  the  primary  purposes  for 
which  this  fund  was  created. 

For  the  school  lunch  program,  the 
budget  proposes  a  reduction  of  $19  mil¬ 
lion  in  this  program — from  $157  million 
in  fiscal  year  1966  to  $138  million  for 
fiscal  year  1967.  If  approved,  this  would 
mean  an  average  Federal  reimbusement 
of  4  cents  per  meal  in  lieu  of  the  stand¬ 
ard  reimbursement  of  5  cents  per  meal 
which  has  been  used  in  recent  years  to 
determine  appropriation  levels. 

The  budget  proposal  would  reduce  the 
funds  for  commodity  purchases  under 
section  6  of  the  School  Lunch  Act  by 
$14,325,000  and  would  limit  such  pur¬ 
chases  to  the  $45  million  transfer  from 
section  32  funds.  Section  6  funds  have 
been  used  to  purchase  foods  for  distribu¬ 
tion  to  schools  participating  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  provide  well  balanced  and  nutri¬ 
tional  meals.  This  has  proved  to  be  a 
valuable  feature  of  the  program  and  has 
provided  high  quality  foods  at  lower 
prices  than  obtainable  through  small 
quantity  purchases  in  local  communities. 
This  feature  of  the  program  will  be  even 
more  valuable  in  the  future  as  the  sup¬ 
ply  of  commodities  decreases  and  prices 
increase  accordingly. 

Through  the  years,  the  school  lunch 
program  has  contributed  much  to  the 
welfare  of  all  our  people.  It  has  been 
of  great  value  to  our  educational  system 
throughout  the  United  States.  Along 
with  the  special  milk  program,  it  has 
contributed  significantly  to  the  health 
of  our  schoolchildren.  It  has  taught 
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them  proper  eating  habits  and  has  im¬ 
proved  their  school  attendance  and 
study  habits.  It  has  provided  the  only 
balanced  meal  that  some  children  receive 

each  day.  , 

As  a  major  part  of  our  international 
programs,  we  are  doing  more  and  more 
to  help  feed  a  hungry  world.  We  are 
sending  food  abroad  through  Public  Law 
480,  and  we  are  making  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  generated  thereunder  available 
in  the  recipient  countries  for  programs 
of  public  assistance.  As  a  part  of  our 
AID  program,  we  are  establishing  school 
lunch  programs  in  many  of  these  coun¬ 
tries,  patterned  after  the  program  in  the 
United  States. 

Believing  that  we  cannot  reduce  the 
benefits  of  this  program  to  our  own 
schoolchildren  at  a  time  when  we  are 
planning  to  feed  increasing  numbers  of 
people  abroad,  the  committee  has  re¬ 
stored  the  funds  for  this  program  to  the 
current  year’s  level  of  $157  million,  plus 
the  transfer  of  $45  million  from  section 
32  funds.  It  has  provided  adequate 
funds  so  that  the  section  6  purchases  may 
be  restored  to  the  fiscal  year  1966  level. 

For  the  food  stamp  program,  the  bill 
Includes  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $150 
million  for  the  coming  fiscal  year,  to  be 
financed  by  transfer  from  section  32 
funds  as  proposed  by  the  budget.  This 
is  an  increase  of  about  $50  million  in  the 
amount  of  funds  available  for  fiscal  year 
1966. 

The  food  stamp  program  is  designed 
to  benefit  those  families  who  are  receiv¬ 
ing  some  type  of  welfare  assistance — 
primarily,  the  unemployables,  the  aged, 
the  blind,  the  disabled,  and  mothers  with 
dependent  children.  It  is  also  author¬ 
ized  to  help  other  families  with  incomes 
as  low  or  lower  than  that  of  families  re¬ 
ceiving  welfare  assistance  but  who,  for  a 
variety  of  reasons,  are  not  eligible  for 
welfare  assistance.  This  may  include 
those  living  on  small  pensions,  the  un¬ 
employed,  the  underemployed,  and  those 
whose  training  limits  them  to  unskilled 
low-paying  employment. 

Under  the  program,  families  must  in¬ 
vest  the  money  they  would  normally 
spend  for  food  in  the  purchase  of  food 
stamps.  In  return,  they  receive  addi¬ 
tional  stamps  without  charge.  Thus  the 
normal  food  budget  continues  to  be  spent 
for  food  and  the  Federal  assistance  re¬ 
sults  in  the  purchase  of  more  food.  The 
increase  in  retail  food  stores  sales — 
averaging  about  8  percent — in  areas  in 
which  the  program  is  operating,  results 
in  a  further  expansion  in  farm  markets 
and  acts  as  a  stimulant  to  the  overall 
economy  of  those  areas. 

During  fiscal  year  1966,  the  program 
is  being  expanded  to  about  1.3  million 
persons  in  approved  areas  throughout  the 
country.  The  budget  request  will  per¬ 
mit  further  expansion  in  1967  to  an  esti¬ 
mated  570,000  needy  people  located  in 
150  or  more  areas.  State  welfare  agen¬ 
cies  request  the  areas  in  which  they  de¬ 
sire  the  program.  With  the  continuing 
improvement  in  employment  in  larger 
and  more  industrialized  areas,  States 
have  placed  a  priority  on  getting  the 
program  started  in  smaller  and  more 
rural  areas  within  the  State.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  there  is  a  widening  geographic  dis¬ 


persion  of  project  areas  within  the  var¬ 
ious  States. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

For  fiscal  year  1967,  the  committee 
recommends  an  appropriation  of  $21,- 
088,000,  an  increase  of  $336,000  in  the 
1966  level  of  operation  and  a  reduction 
of  $291,000  in  the  budget  request. 

The  increase  over  1966  includes  $22,- 
000  to  provide  full-time  professional  as¬ 
sistance  for  the  recruitment  of  U.S.  na¬ 
tionals  for  posts  in  international  orga¬ 
nizations  such  as  the  Food  and  Agricul¬ 
tural  Organization,  and  the  Organization 
for  Economic  Cooperation  and  Develop¬ 
ment.  This  small  investment  to  protect 
U.S.  interests  in  international  agricul¬ 
tural  matters  is  believed  justified. 

An  increase  of  $250,000  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  Agricultural  Attache 
Service.  This  would  provide  approxi¬ 
mately  10  additional  assistant  attache 
positions  in  some  of  the  larger  and  more 
important  markets  for  U.S.  commodities 
in  certain  areas  of  the  world.  Five  of 
these  would  be  assigned  to  Tokyo,  Lon¬ 
don,  Bonn,  Paris,  and  Rome,  where  im¬ 
ports  of  U.S.  agricultural  products  to¬ 
taled  $2  billion  in  1964,  approximately 
one-third  of  total  U.S.  agricultural  ex¬ 
ports.  Five  would  be  assigned  to  grow¬ 
ing  markets  in  Hong  Kong,  Iran,  Liberia, 
Nigeria,  and  Kenya.  In  addition,  five 
positions  are  provided  to  permit  retrain¬ 
ing  and  reorientation  in  the  United 
States  of  attaches  between  assignments. 

A  net  increase  of  $28,060  is  included -to 
assure  compliance  with  Public  Law  480 
and  to  assure  effective  handling  of  funds 
used  for  market  development  programs. 
The  tremendous  sums  of  money  and 
quantities  of  commodities  involved  in  the 
Public  Law  480  program,  and  the  in¬ 
volved  nature  of  many  of  the  agreements 
with  foreign  countries,  indicate  the  need 
for  additional  compliance  checks  and 
fuller  protection  of  U.S.  interests. 

An  additional  $66,000  is  provided  for 
pay  act  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89- 
301.  This  is  partially  offset  by  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $30,000  based  on  the  unauthor¬ 
ized  transfer  to  the  National  Advisory 
Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber  in  the 
current  year,  as  discussed  previously  in 
this  report. 

In  1955,  this  committee  created  a 
sales  manager  for  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  with  a  directive  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  that  a  positive  sales  program  be 
established  within  the  Corporation  to  sell 
Government-owned  commodities  and 
avoid  large  storage  and  handling  costs. 
It  did  not  appear  to  be  a  sound  method 
of  conducting  the  Government’s  business 
for  this  $14.5  billion  Corporation  not  to 
have  an  aggressive  sales  program  headed 
by  an  experienced  sales  manager. 

It  was  the  committee’s  intention  that 
the  sales  manager’s  primary  area  of  re¬ 
sponsibility  would  be  sales  for  dollars. 
It  was  also  intended  that  he  would  have 
the  final  decision  with  respect  to  sales 
for  dollars  in  preference  to  sales  for  for¬ 
eign  currencies,  barter  contracts,  or  sim¬ 
ilar  sales  arrangements. 

In  1961,  the  sales  manager  was  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
and  his  responsibility  was  limited  to  ex¬ 
port  sales.  Further,  his  ability  to  make 
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final  decisions  on  overseas  sales  was 
weakened  by  putting  him  under  several 
extra  layers  of  supervisors  who  are  tied 
in  closely  with  our  international  policies 
and  are  not  in  a  position  to  make  a  maxi¬ 
mum  sales  effort  on  a  completely  inde¬ 
pendent  basis. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  sales 
organization  of  the  Department  should 
have  far  more  independence  of  action 
than  at  present.  It  feels  that  a  thorough 
investigation  should  be  made  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  present  sales  policies,  including 
direct  sales  by  producer  groups,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  and  larger  firms.  It 
also  feels  that  the  Secretary  should  order 
a  study  of  methods  of  strengthening  the 
operations  and  authority  of  the  sales 
manager  and  his  staff. 

COMMODITY  EXCHANGE  AUTHORITY 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $1,398,000 
is  recommended  for  the  next  fiscal  year, 
an  increase  of  $201,000  over  the  1966  ap¬ 
propriation,  The  increase  includes  $11,- 
000  for  pay  act  costs  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  89-301,  and  $190,000  for  expanding 
trade  practice  investigations  and  market 
analyses. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  recently  I 
reviewed  the  work  of  this  agency  and 
recommended  that  trade  practice  investi¬ 
gations  be  increased  in  number  and  fre¬ 
quency.  Also,  the  steady  increase  in  vol¬ 
ume  of  market  trading  indicates  the  need 
for  some  expansion  in  tins  small  agency, 
which  has  operated  on  a  very  limited 
budget  through  the  years. 
agricultural  stabilization  and  conservation 

SERVICE 

For  the  operating  expenses  of  the  vari¬ 
ous  programs  administered  by  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service,  the  budget  requested  $135,891,- 
000  by  direct  appropriation  and  $77,545,- 
000  by  transfer  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  a  total  of  $213,436,- 
000.  The  Committee  recommends  a  total 
of  $202,361,600,  including  $126,558,000  by 
direct  appropriation  and  $75,803,600  by 
transfer  from  CCC. 

The  appropriation  recommended  is 
$279,500  above  funds  provided  for  fiscal  i 
year  1966,  and  $9,333,000  below  the 
budget  request.  The  CCC  transfer  is 
$11,691,400  less  than  authorized  for  fiscal 
year  1966  and  $1,741,400  below  the 
budget  estimate.  The  combined  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  amounts  proposed  in  the 
budget  is  $11,074,400. 

As  indicated  earlier  in  my  remarks,  a 
committee  amendment  to  be  offered  later 
will  restore  $2  million  of  this  cut  to  make 
certain  that  adequate  funds  are  available 
to  State  and  county  offices  to  support 
their  regular  personnel  and  to  do  the 
necessary  performance  checking  and 
meet  their  other  responsibilities. 

The  appropriation  included  in  the  bill 
provides  $5  million  for  expenses  related 
to  the  cropland  adjustment  program. 
These  funds  provide  for  conducting  sign¬ 
ups,  processing  requests  and  agreements, 
making  farm  visits,  and  related  work  of 
this  new  program.  A  reduction  of  $8,- 
266,140  has  been  made  in  funds  trans¬ 
ferred  from  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  this  purpose,  as  proposed  in  the 
budget.  The  net  reduction  is  based  on 
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indications  that  signups  will  be  much 
slower  than  originally  expected. 

The  committee  has  approved  further 
budget  reductions  for  this  agency  based 
on  reduced  workload  and  increased  pro¬ 
ductivity  expected  in  the  coming  fiscal 
year.  These  reductions  include  $4,580,- 
500  of  appropriated  funds  and  $3,425,260 
of  funds  transferred  from  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  a  total  of  $8,005,760. 

The  Washington  and  Commodity  of¬ 
fices  are  expected  to  take  their  propor¬ 
tionate  share  of  the  reduction. 

Employment  and  personnel  practices 
followed  during  the  past  several  years 
raise  questions  as  to  the  operations  of 
State  and  county  ASC  officers.  A  nation¬ 
wide  reclassification  of  county  office 
managers  and  certain  other  county  of¬ 
fice  personnel  made  during  the  past  2 
years  has  resulted  in  an  inequitable  situ¬ 
ation  in  certain  States.  A  review  of  the 
number  of  grade  increases  made  indi¬ 
cates  the  no  uniform  guide  rales  were  fol¬ 
lowed.  In  several  States,  only  2  positions 
were  upgraded,  while  the  number  of  of¬ 
fice  manager  increases  exceeded  30  in  7 
States  and  totaled  59  in  one  instance. 

While  not  under  the  civil  service 
classification  system,  these  ASC  county 
office  people  are  considered  regular  Fed¬ 
eral  employees.  They  enjoy  the  fringe 
benefits  provided  to  civil  service  person¬ 
nel,  including  retirement,  severance  pay, 
annual  and  sick  leave,  insurance,  and 
health  protection.  Their  rates  of  pay 
and  promotions  should  be  handled  in  the 
same  manner  as  for  classified  civil  service 
personnel. 

In  view  of  the  apparent  inequities  in 
county  office  reclassifications  and  other 
personnel  actions,  the  committee  urges 
an  immediate  review  of  the  personnel 
practices  of  this  agency  and  expects  ap¬ 
propriate  corrective  action  to  be  taken 
during  the  coming  year.  It  appears  that 
perhaps  some  change  in  the  legislation 
affecting  ASC  county  office  personnel  is 
warranted. 

.  For  the  Sugar  Act  program,  the  full 
budget  estimate  of  $80  million  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  fiscal  year  1967,  a  decrease  of 
$15  million  in  funds  provided  for  the  cur¬ 
rent  year.  The  reduction  is  due  in  part 
to  available  balances  from  the  1966  ap¬ 
propriation  and  in  part  to  a  somewhat 
small  production  expected  from  the  1966 
crop. 

Payments  are  made  to  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers  of  sugarbeet  and  sugarcane  who 
comply  with  certain  special  requirements. 
To  finance  these  payments,  a  tax  of  50 
cents  per  hundred  pounds  is  imposed  on 
all  beet  and  cane  sugar  processed  in  or 
imported  into  the  United  States  for  di¬ 
rect  consumption.  During  the  period 
1938-65,  collections  of  $2.3  billion  from 
excise  and  import  taxes  have  exceeded 
payments  by  $545  million.  Estimated 
collections  through  fiscal  year  1967  of 
$2.5  billion  will  exceed  estimated  pay¬ 
ments  by  $568  million. 

For  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  the  full  budget  request  for  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $220  million  is  included  in 
the  bill  to  make  payments  earned  under 
the  1966  program  authorized  last  year. 
Amounts  due  are  legal  commitments  and 
funds  must  be  provided  to  pay  all  con¬ 
tracts  entered  into  under  the  program 
announced  the  previous  year. 


The  committee  has  restored  the  1967 
program  authorization  to  the  regular 
level  of  $220  million — plus  $30  million  for 
administration  under  the  appropriation 
for  expenses,  ASCS.  It  should  be  noted 
that  an  offsetting  reduction  has  been 
made  in  the  1967  program  authorization 
for  the  cropland  adjustment  program. 

Restoration  of  the  ACP  authorization 
will  permit  the  continuation  of  the  main 
support  for  our  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  effort  throughout  the  Nation  at  pres¬ 
ent  levels.  It  will  restore  funds  for  this 
purpose  to  the  established  level  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress  in  past  years.  It  will 
prevent  the  elimination  of  essential  funds 
needed  for  conservation  practices  in  our 
small  watershed  development  program. 
It  will  prevent  the  elimination  of  some 
510  soil  conservation  technicians  who  are 
now  engaged  in  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  work  throughout  the  Nation,  includ¬ 
ing  technical  assistance  in  the  planning 
and  construction  of  Public  Law  566 
watershed  and  flood  prevention  projects. 

Conservation  practices  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  are  developed  initially  at  the  local 
level  by  ASC  State  and  county  commit¬ 
tees,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  and 
the  Forest  Service.  Representatives  of 
the  land-grant  colleges,  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration,  State  conserva¬ 
tion  committees,  and  other  State  and 
Federal  agricultural  agencies  also  par¬ 
ticipate  in  these  determinations. 

The  recommendations  of  these  groups 
are  used  as  the  basis  to  formulate  joint 
recommendations  to  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
in  Washington.  From  these  recommen¬ 
dations,  the  various  agencies  of  the  De¬ 
partment  in  Washington  develop  and 
recommend  to  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  a  national  program.  State  and  local 
people  then  develop  their  local  programs 
within  the  structure  of  the  national  pro¬ 
gram  approved  by  the  Secretary.  No 
practices  are  adopted  and  put  into  ef¬ 
fect  in  any  State  or  county  unless  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  local  conservation  groups. 

In  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  committee,  these  con¬ 
servation  practices  represent  the  best 
possible  use  of  Federal  funds  in  the 
preservation  of  our  soil  and  water  re¬ 
sources  for  future  generations.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  provide  the  best  possible  pro¬ 
tection  for  the  land  upon  which  we  must 
depend  for  our  present  and  future  food 
production.  The  many  problems  facing 
agriculture,  such  as  increasing  costs,  de¬ 
creasing  farm  labor,  and  increasing 
financial  risks,  make  it  apparent  that 
this  Nation  cannot  afford  to  reduce  its 
conservation  efforts.  The  decreasing 
supplies  of  foods  on  hand,  the  rapidly 
expanding  population,  and  the  decreas¬ 
ing  number  of  people  on  the  farms,  in¬ 
dicate  that  possible  food  shortages  may 
face  world  consumers  in  the  future,  un¬ 
less  our  agricultural  production  plant 
is  protected  from  erosion  and  similar 
damages.  With  U.S.  commitments  in 
Vietnam  and  elsewhere  throughout  the 
world,  we  must  continue  to  give  adequate 
attention  to  our  own  natural  resources  to 
assure  a  firm  source  of  supply  of  food 
and  fiber  to  the  growing  populations  of 
this  country  and  the  world. 

For  the  Appalachian  region  conser¬ 
vation  program,  an  appropriation  of 


$2,200,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal  year 
1967.  This  is  approximately  one-half 
of  the  budget  request.  To  the  extent 
that  additional  funds  may  be  needed,  the 
regular  national  programs  are  also  avail¬ 
able  to  meet  the  needs  in  this  area.  The 
regular  programs  have  proved  them¬ 
selves  through  the  years  and  should  be 
of  as  much  value  to  this  region  as  to 
any  other  in  the  Nation. 

The  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962 
authorized  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  a 
pilot  program  to  determine  how  land  not 
needed  for  crop  production  can  best  be 
used  for  conserving  and  developing  soil, 
water,  forests,  wildlife,  and  recreational 
resources. 

The  pilot  cropland  conversion  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  offered  in  41  counties  of 
13  States,  involving  differing  geographic 
and  agricultural  situations.  In  addition, 
offers  have  been  made  for  a  limited  num¬ 
ber  of  agreements  in  other  States  and 
counties  to  convert  cropland  to  recrea¬ 
tional  enterprises  only.  About  5,575 
agreements  involving  324,000  acres  of 
cropland  have  been  entered  into. 

For  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  bill  in¬ 
cludes  $7,500,000  for  this  program,  the 
same  amount  as  provided  for  fiscal  year 
1966.  Adequate  financial  support  for  the 
regular  established  conservation  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department  should  obviate 
the  need  for  increased  funds  for  this  spe¬ 
cial  purpose. 

The  cropland  adjustment  program  is 
a  new  approach  to  conservation  author¬ 
ized  by  title  VI  of  the  Food  and  Agricul¬ 
ture  Act  of  1965.  Its  purpose  is  to  assist 
farmers,  through  long-term  agreements, 
to  divert  land  from  the  production  of 
unneeded  crops  to  uses  that  will  promote 
the  development  and  conservation  of 
soil,  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and  recrea¬ 
tional  resources. 

In  return  for  diverting  the  cropland 
to  approved  uses,  producers  receive  ad¬ 
justment  payments.  They  also  are  eligi¬ 
ble  to  receive  cost-sharing  assistance  for 
establishing  approved  conservation  uses. 
The  period  of  a  contract  cannot  be  less 
than  5  years  and  not  more  than  10  years. 

An  appropriation  of  $125  million  is 
recommended  in  this  bill  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  This  includes  $30  million  to 
repay  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  funds  advanced  in  fiscal  year  1966, 
and  $95  million  to  finance  the  program 
during  the  1967  fiscal  year.  The  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $75  million  in  the  budget  request 
is  based  on  the  fact  that  sign-ups  are 
going  slowly  and  present  indications  are 
that  the  program  will  not  develop  as 
fully  as  planned.  This  amount  will  be 
further  reduced  by  a  committee  amend¬ 
ment  to  $90  million. 

The  program  authorization  for  1967 
agreements  for  which  payments  are  to  be 
made  in  calendar  year  1967  is  approved 
at  $95  million,  a  reduction  of  $120  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  budget  request.  The  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  will  cut  this  to  $80 
million.  A  majority  of  the  committee 
feels  that  under  present  conditions  poli¬ 
cies  of  paying  producers  to  take  land  out 
of  production  is  at  best  unsound  and  has 
contributed  to  our  present  low  invento¬ 
ries  of  certain  basic  commodities.  They 
also  feel  that  future  demands  for  food 
and  fiber  will  require  the  eventual  aban¬ 
donment  of  programs  designed  to  restrict 
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production  in  favor  of  those  which  will 
support  the  production  and  distribution 
of  increased  supplies  of  food  and  fiber 
to  the  hungry  people  of  the  world. 

For  the  conservation  reserve  program, 
an  appropriation  of  $140  million  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  This  is 
a  reduction  of  $6  million  below  funds 
provided  for  this  purpose  last  year.  The 
decrease  below  last  year  is  due  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  each  year  of  a  certain  number 
of  long-term  contracts  entered  into  un¬ 
der  the  old  soil  bank  program. 

The  appropriation  for  emergency  con¬ 
servation  measures  provides  special 
funds  for  sharing  the  cost  of  emergency 
conservation  measures  to  deal  with  cases 
of  severe  damage  to  farm  and  range- 
lands  resulting  from  natural  disasters. 
The  criteria  under  which  assistance  may 
be  made  available  are  set  forth  in  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act.  Funds  are  allocated  for  use 
only  in  those  counties  designated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  disaster 
counties. 

The  budget  estimate  of  $5  million  is 
proposed  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  This 
is  a  reduction  in  funds  available  for  the 
current  year;  however,  there  is  no  way 
to  forecast  disasters  in  advance  of  their 
occurrence  or  the  extent  of  damage  which 
might  result.  With  an  appropriation  of 
$5  million,  and  estimated  recoveries  of 
about  $7  million  from  prior  obligations, 
funds  totaling  $12  million  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  the  fiscal  year  1967  to  restore 
damages  following  disasters. 

RURAL  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  SERVICE 

The  Rural  Community  Development 
Service  was  established  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture’s  Memorandum  No.  1570 
dated  February  24,  1965,  to  provide  lead¬ 
ership  within  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  in  formulating  plans  and  evalu¬ 
ating  operations  pertaining  to  develop¬ 
ment  of  natural  human  resources  in  rural 
communities.  It  formulates  plans  for 
and  evaluates  operations  performed  by 
operating  USDA  agencies  in  conjunction 
with  their  regular  programs. 

This  agency  was  originally  created  in 
1963,  with  the  consent  of  the  Congress, 
to  function  as  a  small  coordinating  and 
expediting  unit  of  about  33  people  with 
a  budget  of  $88,000.  It  was  expanded  to 
$118,945  in  1964,  $181,872  in  1965  and 
$625,000  in  1966.  Shortly  after  it  was 
established,  3  field  offices  were  created. 
Last  year  it  was  proposed  to  expand  it  to 
20  field  offices.  The  request  of  $3,468,000 
for  fiscal  year  1967  contemplates  40  field 
offices  and  a  total  of  221  man-years  in 
Washington  and  the  field. 

Tire  committee  does  not  agree  with 
the  tremendous  expansion  in  personnel 
proposed  for  this  agency  next  year.  As 
outlined  earlier  in  this  report,  it  feels 
that  the  existing  agencies  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  which  have  established  programs 
in  operation,  and  which  have  the  tech¬ 
nical  personnel  and  loan  funds  for  use 
throughout  rural  America,  are  best 
equipped  to  provide  needed  assistance 
and  guidance  to  rural  areas  through 
their  existing  field  offices. 

The  committee  agrees  that  a  small 
staff  in  the  Washington  office  to  coordi¬ 
nate  and  expedite  rural  programs  may 
be  worthwhile.  An  appropriation  of 


$637,000  is  included  for  the  Washington 
office  of  the  Rural  Community  Develop¬ 
ment  Service  in  fiscal  year  1967.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  $400,000  is  provided  to  the  Farm¬ 
ers  Home  Administration  for  rural  area 
development  work  to  be  handled  through 
its  existing  field  organization. 

As  indicated  earlier,  the  committee 
was  surprised  and  disturbed  to  leam  dur¬ 
ing  the  hearings  that  36  employees  had 
been  recruited  into  positions  created  in 
various  agencies  of  the  Department  and 
assigned  to  the  Rural  Community  De¬ 
velopment  Service  without  notice  or  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Congress. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

The  bill  includes  $11,254,000  for  the 
next  fiscal  year  for  this  purpose,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $348,000  in  the  budget  request. 
The  recommended  increase  of  $641,000 
over  the  1966  appropriation  includes 
$141,000  for  pay  act  costs  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  89-301,  and  $500,000  for  in¬ 
creased  audits  and  investigations  of  the 
food  stamp  program  and  ASC  county 
office  activities.  The  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  expanding  during  fiscal 
years  1965  and  1966  and  a  further  in¬ 
crease  is  provided  for  fiscal  year  1967. 
The  financial  integrity  of  this  activity 
must  be  assured  by ‘thorough  audits  of 
its  activities  and  by  investigations  and 
prosecutions  of  any  abuses  discovered. 
ASC  county  offices  should  also  be  checked 
periodically  to  assure  the  most  effective 
conduct  of  the  many  programs  admin¬ 
istered  by  them  throughout  the  country. 

NATIONAL  AGRICULTURAL  LIBRARY 

An  appropriation  of  $2,147,000  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  for  library  services  in 
the  coming  fiscal  year.  This  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $412,000  in  the  1966  appropria¬ 
tion  and  is  $354,000  less  than  requested. 
The  increase  includes  $200,000  to  ac¬ 
quire,  catalog,  and  maintain  publications 
used  by  scientists  and  other  personnel 
throughout  the  Department.  An  in¬ 
crease  of  this  nature  is  required  to  enable 
the  library  to  meet  the  needs  of  an  ever- 
increasing  research  establishment  within 
the  Department. 

An  additional  amount  of  $200,000  is 
included  to  undertake  a  program  of 
greater  automation  of  the  procedures 
used  to  provide  information  to  research¬ 
ers.  It  is  proposed  to  further  automate 
routine  library  functions  such  as  order¬ 
ing  of  publications,  receiving,  and  rec¬ 
ordkeeping,  cataloging,  and  circulation 
of  information. 

An  increase  of  $12,000  is  provided  for 
pay  act  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
89-301. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

For  loan  authorization,  the  1967  budget 
proposes  substantial  reductions  in  the 
ceilings  on  loan  funds  for  this  agency. 
For  rural  electrification  loans,  the  budget 
request  cuts  the  amount  from  $365  mil¬ 
lion  for  fiscal  year  1966  to  $220  million 
for  fiscal  year  1967,  a  reduction  of  $145 
millions.  The  reduction  proposed  for 
rural  telephone  loans  is  from  the  fiscal 
year  1966  level  of  $97  million  to  $85  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  a  reduction 
of  $12  million. 

The  committee  has  restored  the  1966 
ceiling  of  $365  million  for  electrification 
loans,  of  which  $72.5  million  has  been 
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placed  in  a  contingency  reserve  fund  to 
enable  REA  to  meet  additional  demands 
as  needed.  Also,  it  has  approved  $97  mil¬ 
lion  for  telephone  loans,  including  a  $6 
million  contingency  reserve  to  meet  the 
needs  as  they  develop.  The  problems  of 
today,  with  increasing  shortages  of  farm 
labor,  call  for  more  electricity  and  tele¬ 
phone  service,  not  less. 

According  to  testimony  presented  by 
the  REA  Administrator,  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  rural  electrification  systems 
are  expected  to  increase  2y2  times  in  the 
near  future — from  47  billion  kilowatt- 
hours  in  1965  to  an  estimated  116  bil¬ 
lion  kilowatt-hours  in  1980.  This  is  in 
line  with  expanding  needs  for  electricity 
by  all  segments  of  our  population.  Aver¬ 
age  monthly  kilowatt-hour  consumption 
by  farm  and  rural  consumers  increased 
by  nearly  100  kilowatt-hours  in  the  past 
4  years,  to  a  present  average  of  456  kilo¬ 
watt-hours  per  month.  There  are  now 
5.3  million  consumers  being  served  on 
REA  lines. 

With  the  current  attention  being  given 
to  the  improvements  of  our  rural  econ¬ 
omy  through  the  development  of  small 
industries  and  other  revenue  producing 
enterprises  in  rural  areas,  it  is  essential 
that  ample  sources  of  power  be  assured 
to  such  areas.  Opportunities  of  this  na¬ 
ture  are  directly  affected  by  the  ready 
availability  of  electric  power  at  reason¬ 
able  costs.  Electricity  provides  a  vital 
key  to  better  living  and  greater  economic 
opportunities. 

The  1967  budget  contemplates  a  dual 
financing  plan  which  would  provide  ad¬ 
ditional  capital  to  REA  borrowers  from 
private  sources  at  prevailing  interest 
rates.  It  is  understood  that  such  a  plan 
would  likely  apply  to  those  REA  cooper¬ 
atives  which  could  afford  to  meet  the 
higher  interest  costs.  It  is  also  under¬ 
stood  that  2-percent  money  would  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  made  available  to  those 
borrowers  which  could  not  meet  the 
additional  cost  due  to  sparsely  populated 
service  areas  or  high  operating  costs.  In 
this  connection,  it  is  important  to  realize 
that  consumer  density  on  REA  lines  is 
about  3.3  consumers  to  the  mile  as  com¬ 
pared  to  33  consumers  per  mile  for  the 
larger  private  utility  companies. 

The  committee  is  aware  of  the  dual 
financing  proposal  and  its  possible  effect 
on  the  need  for  REA  loan  funds  for  elec¬ 
trification  purposes.  It  appears  unlikely, 
however,  that  such  a  plan,  even  if 
adopted  by  Congress  in  this  session, 
could  be  put  into  operation  rapidly 
enough  to  provide  any  significant 
amount  of  loan  funds  during  fiscal  year 
1967. 

The  primary  function  of  the  rural 
electrification  system  is  to  provide  and 
distribute  electricity  to  rural  and  farm 
customers  at  reasonable  rates.  The  con¬ 
struction  of  power  generating  facilities 
is  a  secondary  function  considered  to  be 
necessary  to  preserve  the  bargaining 
position  of  REA  cooperatives  in  securing 
power  at  reasonable  rates  and  under  rea¬ 
sonable  terms.  The  Administrator  of 
REA  is  expected  to  observe  these  basic 
concepts  in  carrying  out  his  responsibili¬ 
ties  under  the  law.  The  Congress  has 
always  attempted  to  protect  the  bargain¬ 
ing  power  of  the  REA  with  respect  to 
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negotiation  of  power  contracts  with  pri¬ 
vate  utility  companies,  through  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  adequate  loan  funds  to  provide 
REA-financed  power  generation  facili¬ 
ties  where  alternative  sources  of  power 
are  not  available  on  proper  terms.  It 
charges  the  Administrator  with  the  re¬ 
sponsibility,  in  turn,  to  make  certain 
that  every  reasonable  and  practical  ef¬ 
fort  is  made  to  secure  power  from  pri¬ 
vate  sources  prior  to  approving  loans  for 
new  power  generation  construction. 

The  rural  telephone  program  is  grow¬ 
ing  rapidly  and  is  doing  an  excellent  job 
of  making  service  available  to  rural  peo¬ 
ple.  The  expanding  demand  from 
nearly  100,000  new  subscribers  annually, 
and  the  need  for  improving  and  upgrad¬ 
ing  service  in  rural  areas,  has  caused  a 
steady  increase  in  the  receipt  of  tele¬ 
phone  loan  applications.  These  have 
grown  from  $78  million  in  1963,  to  $102 
million  in  1964,  and  to  $112  million  in 
1965.  Applications  on  hand  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  rise  to  $157  million  by  June 
30,  1966,  and  $159  million  of  new  appli¬ 
cations  are  expected  in  fiscal  year  1967. 

The  committee  is  cognizant  of  this  in¬ 
creasing  demand  for  telephone  loans  and 
is  anxious  to  see  this  service  provided  to 
all  who  need  it  on  a  reasonable  cost  basis. 
In  view  of  the  present  demands  of  the 
Federal  budget,  however,  it  has  been  un¬ 
able  to  provide  all  funds  needed  to  up¬ 
grade  rural  service  as  many  would  like. 
It  will  continue  to  look  with  favor  on  the 
expansion  and  improvement  of  rural 
telephone  service  as  rapidly  as  our  Fed¬ 
eral  financial  position  will  permit. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

Pursuant  to  the  Consolidated  Farmers 
Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  a  di¬ 
rect  loan  account  was  established  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  1962.  Collections  of  principal 
and  interest  on  loans  outstanding  are 
deposited  in  the  direct  loan  account  and 
are  available  for  principal  and  interest 
payments  on  borrowings  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  and  for  making  ad¬ 
ditional  loans  for  farm  ownership,  soil 
and  water  conservation,  and  operating 
purposes.  Such  loans  may  be  made  only 
in  such  amounts  as  may  be  authorized  in 
annual  appropriation  acts. 

As  of  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1966,  it  is 
estimated  that  this  account  will  have  a 
balance  on  hand  of  $99,744,355.  Esti¬ 
mated  collections  in  fiscal  year  1967  of 
$333,942,000  will  provide  a  total  of  $433,- 
686,335  for  1967  loan  purposes. 

From  this  amount,  the  bill  includes 
loan  authorizations  of  $390  million  for 
fiscal  year  1967,  Including  $300  million 
for  farm  operating  loans,  the  same 
amount  as  approved  for  fiscal  year  1966 
and  the  full  budget  estimate.  It  also 
provides  $90  million  for  real  estate  loans, 
including  $5  million  for  farm  ownership 
loans,  and  $85  million  for  soil  and  water 
loans. 

An  increase  of  $55  million  is  included 
for  soil  and  water  loans,  primarily  for 
rural  community  water  and  sewer  sys¬ 
tems.  Public  Law  89-240  increases  the 
single  association  loan  limit  to  $4  million 
and  permits  loans  for  waste  disposal  fa¬ 
cilities.  This  has  greatly  increased  the 
demand  for  loans  to  public  bodies,  in¬ 
cluding  both  direct  and  insured  loans  in 
1967  which  will  total  $83  million — an  in¬ 


crease  of  $20  million  above  the  total  of 
such  loans  in  1966. 

The  amount  provided  for  farm  owner¬ 
ship  loans  is  a  reduction  of  $40  million 
in  the  1966  authorization.  In  view  of 
the  increased  authority  available  for  in¬ 
sured  loans,  it  is  estimated  that  most  of 
the  demand  for  farm  ownership  loans  in 
1967  will  be  met  through  the  use  of  the 
insured  loans  authorized  by  Public  Law 
89-240.  It  is  estimated  that  direct  and 
insured  loans  for  this  purpose  in  1967 
will  total  $235  million,  the  same  level  ex¬ 
pected  for  1966. 

No  additional  loan  authorizations  for 
land  stabilization,  conservation,  and 
erosion  control  practices  in  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  region  are  recommended.  The 
Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act, 
1965 — approved  April  30,  1965 — provided 
an  appropriation  of  $7.1  million  for  this 
purpose.  Due  to  the  lateness  of  the  ap¬ 
propriation  and  the  fact  that  State  pro¬ 
grams  of  work  were  not  yet  approved,  as 
required  by  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965,  no  funds  were 
used  in  1965.  Therefore,  the  full  $7.1 
million  is  available  for  this  purpose  in 
fiscal  years  1966  and  1967.  In  addition, 
the  regular  programs  of  the  Department 
are  also  available  in  this  region  as  in 
every  other  area  of  the  United  States. 

For  rural  water  and  waste  disposal 
grants,  a  new  program  was  established  by 
subtitle  A  of  the  legislation  adopted  last 
session — Public  Law  89-240 — to  provide 
grants  for  the  development  of  water  or 
sewer  systems  in  rural  areas.  The 
amount  of  the  grant  may  not  exceed  50 
percent  of  the  total  cost  of  the  project. 

The  full  budget  request  of  $26  million 
is  recommended  for  the  next  fiscal  year, 
an  increase  of  $6  million  over  the  amount 
provided  in  the  Supplemental  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act  of  1966  to  initiate  this  program. 
During  the  present  year,  531  communi¬ 
ties  have  been  assisted  through  these 
loans  to  date.  It  is  estimated  that  there 
are  a  total  of  30,000  rural  communities 
without  adequate  water  supplies. 

Title  X  of  Public  Law  89-117 — Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1965 — approved  August  10,  1965,  amends 
title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  establishment  of  a  rural 
housing  direct  loan  account.  This 
amendment  also  authorizes  the  transfer 
to  the  rural  housing  direct  loan  ac¬ 
count  of  first,  all  funds,  claims,  notes, 
mortgages,  contracts,  and  property,  and 
all  collections  and  proceeds  therefrom 
under  the  direct  loan  provisions  of  title 
V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  and  any  un¬ 
expended  balances  of  amounts  borrowed 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  under 
section  511  of  the  act,  and  second,  all 
unexpended  balances  of  appropriations 
for  direct  loans  under  title  V,  including 
funds  authorized  for  direct  elderly  rental 
housing  loans  by  section  515(a)  of  the 
act. 

It  is  estimated  that  as  of  June  30,  1966, 
this  account  will  have  a  balance  of  $105,- 
393,359.  Estimated  collections  of  $71,- 
599,000  in  fiscal  year  1967  will  provide  a 
total  of  $176,992,359  for  loan  purposes  in 
fiscal  year  1967. 

The  bill  provides  an  authorization  to 
use  $15  million  of  this  amount  during 
the  next  fiscal  year  for  rural  housing 


loans  covered  by  this  account.  This  in¬ 
cludes  $10  million  for  building  loans  and 
$5  million  for  elderly  rental  housing 
loans  which  have  been  transferred  to 
this  fund  as  outlined  above. 

The  rural  housing  for  domestic  farm 
labor  is  carried  out  under  section  516  of 
the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended — • 
Public  Law  88-560.  The  program  pro¬ 
vides  for  sharing  up  to  two-thirds  of  the 
total  development  cost  of  farm  labor 
housing  projects. 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $3  million 
is  included  in  the  bill  for  the  coming  year. 
This  is  the  same  amount  as  appropriated 
for  fiscal  year  1966.  The  committee  in¬ 
tends  that  such  grants  be  limited  to  pub¬ 
lic  nonprofit  organizations,  and  has  re¬ 
tained  language  in  the  bill  for  this 
purpose. 

The  rural  renewal  program  was  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  102  of  the  Food  and 
Agricultural  Act  of  1962.  The  program 
provides  technical  assistance  to  locally 
initiated  and  sponsored  demonstration 
projects.  Loans  are  made  to  local  public 
agencies  or  groups  for  rural  renewal  de¬ 
velopment  projects  specifically  related  to 
conservation  and  land  utilization.  To  be 
eligible  for  designation  as  a  rural  renewal 
area,  the  locality  must  be  one  of  chronic 
underemployment  on  farms  and  unem¬ 
ployment  in  the  surrounding  communi¬ 
ties  and  where  agriculture  or  forestry 
contributes  substantially  to  the  economy. 

The  full  budget  request  of  $1,200,000  is 
recommended  for  fiscal  year  1967,  the 
same  amount  as  provided  for  fiscal  year 
1966. 

For  salaries  and  expenses,  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  an  appropriation  for 
the  next  fiscal  year  of  $51,057,000,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $1,396,000  over  fiscal  year  1966 
funds  and  a  decrease  of  $543,000  in  the 
budget  estimate.  In  addition,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  restored  language  in  the  bill 
which  authorizes  the  use  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $500,000  of  the  funds  available  for 
the  various  new  programs  administered 
by  this  agency  for  the  employment  of 
temporary  personnel  to  meet  unusual  or 
heavy  workload  increases. 

The  amount  approved  includes  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $500,000  for  servicing  additional 
loans  under  the  various  programs  as¬ 
signed  to  this  agency.  With  the  $500,- 
000  authorized  for  transfer,  a  total  of 
$1  million  will  be  available  in  the  coming 
year  for  this  purpose.  The  increase  is 
approved  first  to  provide  real  estate  ap¬ 
praisal  and  engineering  assistance, 
second,  to  strengthen  the  county  office 
staffs  working  directly  with  applicants 
for  loans,  third,  to  meet  the  added  cost 
of  county  committee  expense  involved  in 
reviewing  applications  and  certifying 
loans,  and  fourth,  to  meet  the  other  re¬ 
lated  administrative  costs. 

The  sum  of  $150,000  is  included  in  the 
bill  to  administer  the  conservation  loan 
program  in  Appalachia.  In  addition, 
$400,000  is  provided  to  cover  pay  costs 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301.  A  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $54,000  is  recommended  due  to 
unauthorized  transfers,  as  previously 
described,  to  the  Rural  Community  De¬ 
velopment  Service,  $42,000,  and  the  Na¬ 
tional  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and 
Fiber,  $12,000. 

An  additional  $400,000  is  provided  un¬ 
der  this  appropriation  to  enable  this 
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agency  to  handle  community  develop¬ 
ment  projects  in  rural  areas  through  its 
existing  field  offices.  As  outlined  earlier 
in  this  report,  the  Committee  feels  that 
this  agency  is  in  the  best  position  to 
carry  out  the  Department’s  rural  area 
development  activities  throughout  rural 
America. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural 
producers  by  the  Corporation  provides 
protection  from  losses  caused  by  un¬ 
avoidable  natural  hazards,  such  as  in¬ 
sect  and  wildlife  damage,  plant  diseases, 
fire,  drought,  flood,  wind,  and  other 
weather  conditions.  It  does  not  indem¬ 
nify  producers  for  losses  resulting  from 
neglicence  or  failure  to  observe  good 
farming  practices. 

The  committee  recommends  a  total 
of  $12,492,000  for  administrative  and  op¬ 
erating  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1967, 
$8,342,000  by  direct  appropriation  and 
$4,150,000  from  premium  income.  This 
is  an  increase  of  $300,000  over  1966  funds 
and  a  net  decrease  of  $54,000  in  the 
budget  estimate.  It  is  proposed  that 
one-half  of  the  increase  come  from  ap¬ 
propriated  funds  and  one-half  come 
from  premium  income. 

The  increase  is  provided  to  extend  the 
program  to  40  additional  comities  in 
fiscal  year  1967. 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

For  Public  Law  480,  the  bill  carries 
the  full  budget  request  of  $1,617  million 
for  the  next  fiscal  year,  a  net  reduction 
of  $41  million  in  funds  appropriated  for 
the  current  year.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  includes  $1,040  million  for  title 
I  foreign  currency  sales,  a  reduction  of 
$104  million,  $200  million  for  title  II 
donations,  a  reduction  of  $98,500,000,  and 
$377  million  for  title  IV  long-term  credit 
sales,  an  increase  of  $161,500,000. 

The  projected  decrease  of  title  I  sales 
of  $104  million  is  due  to  two  factors — 
lower  support  prices  on  wheat  and  cot¬ 
ton  beginning  with  the  1966  crop — and  a 
decrease  in  ocean  transportation  costs 
due  to  a  change  in  the  law  which  will  re¬ 
quire  foreign  countries  to  finance  freight 
costs  at  foreign-flag  rates  for  shipments 
in  U.S.-flag  vessels.  Previously,  Public 
Law  480  appropriations  financed  the  en¬ 
tire  cost  of  shipments  in  U.S.  ships. 

The  reduction  of  $98,500,000  for  title  II 
donations  results  from  an  expected  re¬ 
duction  in  the  quantity  of  shipments  of 
corn,  wheat,  and  dried  milk  to  be  made 
under  this  title  in  the  coming  fiscal  year. 
Also,  an  unobligated  balance  of  $83  mil¬ 
lion  of  1966  funds  will  be  available  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  1967. 

The  increase  of  $161,500,000  for  long¬ 
term  credit  sales  under  title  IV  is  due  to 
the  fact  that  the  fiscal  year  1966  appro¬ 
priation  is  an  estimated  $115  million 
short  of  meeting  obligations  to  be  in¬ 
curred  under  the  basic  legislation.  This 
amount  is  added  to  the  1967  request. 

For  the  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment,  an  appropriation  of  $40  million  is 
recommended  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $12,456,000  over 
the  1966  appropriation  and  is  a  reduction 
of  $20  million  in  the  budget  estimate. 
The  full  amount  provided  will  be  reim¬ 
bursed  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  to  cover  prior  year  costs  of  this 


program.  CCC  will  continue  to  finance 
this  program  under  its  commodity  ex¬ 
port  authority,  in  the  absence  of  the  re¬ 
newal  of  the  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment  Act. 

No  additional  funds  are  included  in 
the  bill  for  bartered  materials  for  sup¬ 
plemental  stockpile.  The  Committee 
feels  that  the  expected  carryover  of 
about  $28,000,000  of  prior  year  balances 
should  adequately  finance  this  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  coming  fiscal  year. 

NATIONAL  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  FOOD  AND 
FIBER 

The  National  Advisory  Commission  on 
Food  and  Fiber  was  established  by  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Order  11256,  dated  November  4, 

1965,  to  assist  the  President’s  Committee 
on  Food  and  Fiber,  established  in  the 
same  Executive  Order,  to  carry  out  its 
primary  function  of  appraising  existing 
and  alternative  agricultural  policies 
and  related  foreign  trade  policies. 

The  Commission  must  submit  its  final 
report  and  recommendations  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  no  later  than  18  months  after 
the  date  of  its  first  meeting  in  January 

1966,  and  must  terminate  within  90  days 
thereafter.  It  is  anticipated  that  the 
Commission  will  make  its  final  report 
and  recommendations  in  July  and  term¬ 
inate  in  October,  1967. 

For  the  coming  fiscal  year,  the  bill  in¬ 
cludes  $350,000  for  the  expenses  of  this 
new  Commission,  a  reduction  of  $295,- 
000  in  the  budget  request.  The  amount 
recommended  represents  an  actual  in¬ 
crease  of  $150,000  over  the  $200,000  made 
available  by  unauthorized  transfer  to 
establish  this  group  during  the  present 
fiscal  year. 

In  view  of  the  extensive  study  given  to 
our  food  and  fiber  situation  by  various 
agencies  of  the  Department  through  the 
years,  and  in  view  of  the  study  of  the 
food  industry  by  the  National  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Food  Marketing  during  the  past 
2  years,  the  amount  proposed  for  this 
additional  study  should  be  adequate. 
Doctors  and  Scientists  Interviewed  During 

Special  Study  of  Pesticides  by  Committee 

on  Appropriations,  U.S.  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives 

Dr.  R.  J.  Anderson,  Deputy  Administrator, 
Agricultural  Research  Service,  Department 
of  Agriculture,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dr.  Robert  J.  Anderson,  Assistant  Surgeon 
General  and  Chief,  Bureau  of  State  Services, 
Public  Health  Service,  Department  of  Health, 
Education  and  Welfare,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dr.  F.  S.  Arant,  Head,  Department  of 
Zoology-Entomology,  School  of  Agriculture, 
Auburn  University,  Auburn,  Ala. 

Dr.  Alfred  W.  Avens,  professor  of  chemistry, 
New  York  State  College  of  Agriculture,  Cor¬ 
nell  University,  Ithaca,  N.Y. 

Dr.  Daniel  Banes,  Food  and  Drug  Adminis¬ 
tration,  Department  of  Health,  Education 
and  Welfare,  Washington,  D.C. 

Mr.  W.  F.  Barthel,  Plant  Pest  Control  Divi¬ 
sion,  Agricultural  Research  Service,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  Gulfport,  Miss. 

Dr.  Warren  R.  Battle,  chairman.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Soils  and  Crops,  College  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  Rutgers,  the  State  University,  New 
Brunswick,  N.J. 

Mr.  A.  H.  Baumhover,  Tobacco  Insects  Lab¬ 
oratory,  Oxford,  N.C. 

Dr.  E.  W.  Beck,  Entomology  Research  Di¬ 
vision,  Agricultural  Research  Service,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  Tifton,  Ga. 

Dr.  Frederick  Bellinger,  chief,  Chemical 
Sciences  &  Materials  Division,  Engineering 
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Experiment  Station,  Georgia  Institute  of 
Technology,  Atlanta,  Ga. 

Dr.  W.  L.  Bendix,  State  veterinarian.  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Virginia,  Richmond,  Va. 

Dr.  Morton  Beroza,  Entomology  Research 
Division,  Agricultural  Research  Service,  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  Beltsville,  Md. 

Dr.  Frank  R.  Blood,  professor  of  biochem¬ 
istry  and  director  of  clinical  laboratories. 
Central  Laboratory  Administration,  Vander¬ 
bilt  University  Hospital,  Nashville,  Tenn. 

Dr.  Alexej  B.  Borkovec,  Entomology  Re¬ 
search  Division,  Agricultural  Research  Serv¬ 
ice,  Department  of  Agriculture,  Beltsville, 
Md. 

Prof.  James  L.  Brann,  Jr.,  Department  of 
Entomology  and  Limnology,  New  York  State 
College  of  Agriculture,  Cornell  University, 
Ithaca,  N.Y. 

Dr.  Andrew  W.  Breidenbach,  Division  of 
Water  Supply  &  Pollution  Control,  Public 
Health  Service,  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Dr.  M.  Alice  Brown,  Department  of  Public 
Health,  State  of  California  Health  and  Wel¬ 
fare  Agency,  Berkeley,  Calif. 

Dr.  Marvin  Brunson,  field  station,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  Moorestown,  N.J. 

Dr.  Philip  A.  Butler,  director.  Biological 
Laboratory,  Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries, 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Gulf  Breeze,  Fla. 

Dr.  T.  C.  Byerly,  administrator.  Coopera¬ 
tive  State  Research  Service,  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dr.  G.  M.  Cairns,  dean  of  agriculture. 
University  of  Maryland,  College  Park,  Md. 

Dr.  Douglas  G.  Campbell,  physician,  San 
FTancisco,  Calif. 
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Technology  Branch,  Communicable  Disease 
Center,  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  Atlanta,  Ga. 

Dr.  Ray  F.  Smith,  chairman,  Department 
of  Entomology  and  Parasitology,  College  of 
Agriculture,  University  of  California,  Berke¬ 
ley,  Calif. 

Dr.  Ira  I.  Somers,  director.  Research  Lab¬ 
oratories,  National  Canners  Association, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dr.  H.  C.  Spencer,  Biochemical  Research 
Laboratory,  the  Dow  Chemical  Company, 
Midland,  Mich. 

Dr.  A.  John  Speziale,  director  of  research. 
Agricultural  Division,  Monsanto  Co.,  St. 
Louis,  Mo. 

Dr.  A.  A.  Splelman,  dean  and  director.  Col¬ 
lege  of  Agriculture,  University  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  Amherst,  Mass. 

Mr.  James  M.  Stanley,  agricultural  engi¬ 
neer,  Agricultural  Engineering  Research  Di¬ 
vision,  Agricultural  Research  Service, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  Blacksburg,  Va. 

Dr.  Frederick  J.  Stare,  School  of  Nutrition, 
Harvard  University,  Cambridge,  Mass. 

Dr.  Frank  L.  Stark,  Jr.,  Plant  Industry 
Research  and  Development,  American  Cy¬ 
anamid  Co.,  Princton,  N.J. 

Dr.  Ordway  Starnes,  director,  New  Jersey 
Agricultural  Experiment  Station,  Rutgers, 
the  State  University,  New  Brunswick,  N.J. 

Dr.  A.  W.  Steers,  Food  and  Drug  Admin¬ 
istration,  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dr.  Allen  Steinhauer,  University  of  Mary¬ 
land,  College  Park,  Md. 

Dr.  Edward  A.  Steinhaus,  dean,  Division 
of  Biological  Sciences,  University  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Irvine,  Calif. 

Dr.  Richard  D.  Stewart,  director,  Medical 
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Research  Division,  the  Dow  Chemical  Co., 
Midland,  Mich. 

Mr.  Robert  D.  Sweet,  professor  of  vegetable 
crops.  New  York  State  College  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  Cornell  University,  Ithaca,  N.Y. 

Dr.  John  E.  Swift,  extension  entomologist. 
Statewide  Coordinator — Pesticides,  Agricul¬ 
tural  Extension  Service,  University  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Berkeley,  Calif. 

Dr.  Clarence  M.  Tarzwell,  chief,  Aquatic 
Biology  Section,  Basic  and  Applied  Sciences 
Branch,  Division  of  Water  Supply  and  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control,  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Dr.  Carlton  F.  Taylor,  professor  and  chair¬ 
man,  Plant  Pathology  Extension,  Coopera¬ 
tive  Extension  Service,  Pennsylvania  State 
University,  University  Park,  Pa. 

Dr.  James  G.  Telfer,  director.  Department 
of  Environmental  Health,  American  Medical 
Association,  Chicago,  HI. 

Dr.  Yashura  Tonada,  professor  of  insect 
pathology,  University  of  California,  Berkeley, 
Calif. 

Dr.  David  C.  Tudor,  research  specialist  in 
poultry  pathology,  Department  of  Animal 
Sciences,  College  of  Agriculture,  Rutgers — 
the  State  University,  New  Brunswick,  N.J. 

Mr.  Neely  Turner,  assistant  director  and 
State  entomologist,  Connecticut  Agricultural 
Experiment  Station,  New  Haven,  Conn. 

Mr.  Kenneth  C.  Walker,  assistant  to  dep¬ 
uty  administrator,  Agricultural  Research 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

Dr.  Leon  W.  Weinberger,  Chief,  Basic  and 
Applied  Sciences  Branch,  Division  of  Water 
Supply  and  Pollution  Control,  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Dr.  Irma  West,  California  Department  of 
Health,  Berkeley,  Calif. 

Dr.  William  E.  Westlake,  Department  of 
Entomology,  University  of  California,  River¬ 
side,  Calif. 

Dr.  Ellsworth  H.  Wheeler,  Amherst  Uni¬ 
versity,  Amherst,  Mass. 

Dr.  James  R.  Whitley,  supervisor,  water 
quality  investigations,  Missouri  Conserva¬ 
tion  Commission,  Columbia  Fisheries  Lab¬ 
oratory,  Jefferson  City,  Mo. 

Dr.  Billy  Ray  Wilson,  chairman,  Bureau  of 
Conservation  and  Environmental  Science, 
College  of  Agriculture,  Rutgers,  the  State 
University,  New  Brunswick,  NJ. 

Mr.  Homer  R.  Wolfe,  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  Wenatchee,  Wash. 

Dr.  Charles  B.  Wood,  associate  professor  of 
food  technology  In  horticulture,  Virginia 
Polytechnic  Institute,  Blacksburg,  Va. 

Dr.  John  F.  Yost,  director,  product  devel¬ 
opment  and  registrations,  Agricultural  Divi¬ 
sion,  American  Cyanamid  Co.,  Princeton,  N.J. 

Dr.  John  A.  Zapp,  Jr.,  the  Du  Pont  Co., 
Inc.,  Wilmington,  Del. 

Dr.  Mitchell  R.  Zavon,  associate  professor 
of  industrial  medicine,  Kettering  Laboratory, 
University  of  Cincinnati,  and  assistant  health 
commissioner,  city  of  Cincinnati,  Cincinnati, 
Ohio. 

Dr.  Gunter  Zweig,  chemist.  College  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  Agricultural  Experiment  Station, 
University  of  California,  Davis,  Calif. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  chairman  of  our  subcommittee  has 
very  aptly  phrased  it  when  he  said  that 
our  subcommittee  from  the  very  begin¬ 
ning  of  our  hearings  was  certainly  placed 
in  a  straitjacket  to  say  the  least.  I  do 
not  know  of  any  budget  recommenda¬ 
tions  that  have  come  to  any  one  of  the 
subcommittees  on  appropriations  where 
we  could  see  clearly  so  many  phony  cuts. 
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The  President  presented  a  budget  within 
certain  guidelines,  by  cutting  the  popular 
programs — knowing  full  well  that  the 
Congress  would  raise  those  figures  up  to 
probably  the  current  levels.  The  onus  of 
raising  the  budget  could  then  be  shifted 
to  the  Congress  while  at  the  same  time 
the  President  could  bask  in  the  sunshine 
of  being  a  great  economizer. 

I  must  say  that  we  will  probably  have 
more  reworking  of  a  specific  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  in  this  subcommittee  than  in 
any  other  throughout  the  balance  of  the 
year  simply  because  there  was  this  va¬ 
riety  of  popular  programs  capriciously 
cut  back  by  the  administration  and  put¬ 
ting  our  subcommittee  in  this  kind  of  a 
situation.  We  have  had  to  take  all  the 
heat  from  Members  of  this  House  and 
from  every  State  land-grant  university; 
the  extension  services,  and  from  thou¬ 
sands  of  school  administrators,  princi¬ 
pals,  teachers,  PTA’s  and  what  have  you 
for  the  proposed  huts  in  the  school  lunch 
program,  the  school  milk  program,  and 
all  the  research  activities  around  the 
country. 

I  must  say,  I  think  our  chairman  did 
an  outstanding  job  in  guiding  the  de¬ 
liberations  of  the  committee.  Believe 
me,  we  bore  down  on  the  Department 
witnesses.  As  the  chairman  indicated, 
we  have  engaged  in  some  figure  juggling 
here  by  the  use  of  section  32  funds. 

The  chairman  has  very  ably  pointed 
out  to  you  what  mechanism  there  is  un¬ 
der  that  section  where  30  percent  of  the 
custom  receipts  go  into  this  fund  and  no 
more  than  $300  million  of  this  can  be 
carried  over  from  year  to  year.  But  we 
are  entitled  to  use  up  the  30  percent  of 
those  custom  receipts  for  the  purposes  of 
enhancing  our  exports  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  increasing  domestic 
consumption  of  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  point  out  that 
in  this  transfer  under  section  32,  we  have 
a  total  of  $282  million  involved. 

It  breaks  down  by  categories  as  fol¬ 
lows:  $150  million  for  the  food  stamp 
plan. 

That  is  a  significant  increase  over  this 
past  year.  It  is  a  program  that  you  all 
authorized  without  my  vote  and  we  pre¬ 
dicted  the  cost  would  increase  year  after 
year.  Again  I  say  this  program  is 
funded  at  a  level  of  $150  million  and  this 
is  an  answer  to  those  who  are  so  inter¬ 
ested  in  these  antipoverty  programs  and 
in  getting  surplus  commodities  to  our 
underprivileged  and  destitute  folks 
around  the  country. 

As  the  chairman  pointed  out,  so  many 
of  these  items  in  this  agricultural  bill 
supposedly  for  farmers,  in  effect,  are  in 
many  instances  for  the  benefit  of  con¬ 
sumers  and  city  dwellers. 

The  next  biggest  item  in  this  transfer 
is  $53  million  for  the  special  school  milk 
program. 

There  is  $45  million  for  the  school 
lunch  program. 

There  is  $25  million  in  the  area  of  re¬ 
search.  A  $6  million  transfer  of  items  for 
the  Interior  Department. 

Then  there  is  the  Foreign  Agricul¬ 
tural  Service — a  $3  million  item. 

The  biggest  increases  in  this  bill  are: 

First.  The  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration  which  was  funded  back  up 


to  the  level  of  what  the  current  fiscal 
year  is — or  a  figure  of  $365  million  with 
$72.5  million  of  this  amount  placed  in  a 
contingency  fund. 

This  is  a  $145  million  increase  over  the 
budget. 

Personally,  I  would  liked  to  have  gone 
along  with  the  President’s  budget  esti¬ 
mate. 

The  members  of  this  committee  and 
this  House  know  the  position  that  I  have 
taken  over  the  years  with  respect  to  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration, 
particularly  with  respect  to  the  increas¬ 
ing  amounts  of  money  that  are  going  into 
the  generation  and  transmission  area 
rather  than  into  lines  of  distribution  to 
the  farmers.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  over 
the  past  several  years  better  than  two- 
thirds  of  the  appropriated  money  for  the 
REA  has  been  going  into  the  area  of 
generation  and  transmission. 

We  will  have  more  to  say  about  that  at 
a  later  time. 

I  understand  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Bowl  will  offer  an  amendment 
at  a  later  time  to  cut  that  figure,  that  is 
the  figure  presented  to  you  today,  back 
to  the  budget  figure  and  I  intend  to  sup¬ 
port  his  amendment.  Another  signifi¬ 
cant  increase  here  is  not  in  appropria¬ 
tion  but  rather  in  an  authorization  under 
the  ACP  program.  You  all  know  that  we 
pick  up  the  tab  for  this  year  after  we 
authorize  it.  We  actually  authorize  a 
year  ahead  so  that  the  people  will  know 
how  much  money  they  will  have  to  play 
with  in  the  coming  year.  The  budget 
came  up  to  us  with  a  $100  million  figure, 
although  that  program  has  been  funded 
in  the  past  several  years  at  a  $220  million 
figure.  The  subcommittee  put  the  figure 
up  to  the  going  rate  of  $220  million  for 
the  coming  year,  although  I  have  reserved 
on  this  and  will  probably  support  a  rea¬ 
sonable  amendment  to  cut  that  figure 
back  to  the  President’s  recommended 
level. 

As  I  indicated,  all  told  the  school  milk 
program  here  will  have  an  $82  million  in¬ 
crease  over  the  budget  request  and  the 
school  lunch  program  a  $19  million  in¬ 
crease  over  the  budget  request. 

In  the  research  field,  covering  a  variety 
of  items,  there  is  a  $19  million  increase 
over  the  budget. 

The  biggest  reductions  that  you  will 
find  in  this  overall  bill  will  be  in  the 
cropland  adjustment  program.  This  is 
the  one  under  which  contracts  of  no  less 
than  5  years  nor  more  than  10  years  are 
entered  into.  That  program  has  not  been 
going  nearly  as  well  as  the  people  down¬ 
town  originally  had  thought  and  con¬ 
ceived  it  would.  In  fact,  I  think  a  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  will  be  offered  to  cut 
this  program  $35  million  more  than  we 
have  shown  in  our  recommendation  here 
today  on  the  basis  of  the  most  up-to-date 
figures  received  today;  so  rather  than  a 
$200  million  item  here  presented  to  us 
by  the  budget,  we  should  end  up  with 
a  figure  of  $90  million. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  here  that  one 
of  the  reasons  farmers  are  not  getting 
into  this  kind  of  program  is  due  to  the 
feeling,  “Why  obligate  yourself  to  a  con¬ 
tract  for  a  minimum  of  5  years  and  a 
maximum  of  10  years  when  you  can  get 
into  the  feed  grains  program  and  some  of 


these  direct-payment  programs  and  in 
1  year  can  do  so  much  better  financially. 

In  fact,  in  this  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  item  you  will  see  here  a  figure 
of  $3,500  million.  That  is  about  the 
amount  that  the  Government  will  pay  in 
direct  payment  to  farmers  in  this  com¬ 
ing  year.  Think  of  it. 

May  I  point  out  specifically  that  in  the 
year  1960  direct  payments  to  farmers  to¬ 
taled  $693  million,  and  the  net  realized 
income  of  f aimers  in  that  year  was  $11,- 
600  million.  Six  percent  of  net  farm 
income  back  in  1960  came  from  direct 
payments  from  the  Government. 

In  the  year  1965,  $2,450  million  went 
out  from  the  Federal  Government  in 
checks  directly  to  farmers,  and  there  was 
a  net  realized  income  throughout  the 
country  of  $14,100  million.  Payments 
from  the  Government  made  up  17  V2  per¬ 
cent  of  net  farmer  income  in  1965: 

Oh,  Mr.  Freeman  downtown  is  making 
a  lot  of  noise  these  days  about  the  big  in¬ 
crease  in  farm  income  and  a  bigger  net 
income  predicted  for  next  year.  Well, 
let  us  be  optimistic  and  give  the  farmers 
another  billion  dollars  of  realized  net  in¬ 
come  next  year  for  a  figure  of  $15  billion. 
On  the  strength  of  what  the  administra¬ 
tion  wants  in  money  for  direct  payments, 
the  net  realized  income  of  farmers  in  this 
year  will  be  made  up  22.3  percent  from 
direct  payments  from  Government. 
That  is  why  net  realized  farm  income  is 
so  high.  It  is  coming  by  way  of  checks 
from  Uncle  Sam. 

I  also  asked  to  have  inserted  in  the 
Record,  part  1,  pages  106  and  107,  the 
10  largest  recipients  of  payment 
throughout  the  country  in  a  variety  of 
categories,  and  they  are  very  revealing. 
I  call  your  attention  to  them. 

For  example,  in  1965,  under  the  feed 
grains  program,  of  the  10  largest  recipi¬ 
ents,  6  were  from  California,  2  from  Ari¬ 
zona,  and  2  from  Iowa,  and  those  pay¬ 
ments  ranged  all  the  way  from  $535,561 
on  the  top  down  to  $164,178  at  the  10th 
largest  one  in  the  feed  grains  program. 

Let  us  look  now  at  the  cotton  program. 
There  are  five  in  Texas  and  five  in  Ari¬ 
zona.  The  largest  payment  was  $98,282. 
The  10th  largest  in  the  cotton  program 
ranged  down  to  $38,201. 

In  the  wheat  program  there  were  five 
recipients  in  the  State  of  Washington, 
two  in  Montana,  two  in  Kansas,  and  one 
in  Texas.  The  largest  payment  was 
$234,541.  The  10th  ranking  one  was 
$48,546. 

These  payments  were  made  under  the 
agricultural  conservation  program,  the 
emergency  conservation  program.  Sugar 
Act,  National  Wool  Act,  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program,  and  the  Great  Plains  con¬ 
servation  program: 

Feed  grain,  cotton,  and  wheat — 10  largest 
payments  ( pt .  1,  pp.  106-107 )  :  Names  of  co- 
operators  who  received  10  largest  payments, 
1965  crop 

PEED  GRAIN  PROGRAM 

J.  G.  Boswell  Co.,  Corcoran,  Calif _ $535,  561 


South  Lake  Farms,  Corcoran,  Calif_  432,  698 

Salyer  Land  Co.,  Corcoran,  Calif _  407,  432 

Westlake  Farms,  Inc.,  Stratford, 

Calif _  284,  011 

Five  Points  Ranch,  Inc.,  Five  Points, 

Calif _ 222,  226 

Colfax  Co.,  Five  Points,  Calif _  176,  801 
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I  put  the  question  to  some  of  the  peo-  vehicles  do  you  have  in  the  Department 
pie  in  the  Department,  How  many  of  Agriculture? 


Motor  vehicles  on  hand  as  of  June  SO,  1965 


Passenger  vehicles 

Trucks 

Agency 

Sedans 

Station 

wagons 

Ambu¬ 

lances 

Buses 

1  ton 
and  less 
(4  by  2) 

1  ton 
and  less 
(4  by  4) 

lYrVA 

tons 

3  tons 
and 
over 

Total 

Domestic  based: 

ARS _ _ 

1,060 

85 

1 

6 

3,022 

5 

468 

291 

45 

4,978 

47 

ASCS _ 

42 

cco 

142 

1 

6 

149 

C  &  MS 

44 

16 

8 

68 

ERS__  . 

12 

12 

FS  i . . . . . 

686 

132 

3 

8,632 

1, 740 

860 

401 

12,354 

SEC . . . . . 

1 

1 

scs  .. 

853 

39 

10,684 

345 

12 

2 

11,935 

23 

SRS 

23 

2,579 

272 

1 

9 

22,  493 

2,554 

1,205 

454 

29,567 

Foreign  based: 

ARS . . . . 

10 

1 

121 

19 

6 

1 

158 

FAS 

1 

1 

13 

21 

36 

11 

2 

134 

40 

6 

1 

194 

Total . . 

2,690 

274 

1 

9 

22,627 

2,594 

1,211 

455 

29, 761 

1  Does  not  include  Job  Corps  vehicles. 


Feed  grain,  cotton,  and  wheat — 10  largest 
payments  (pt.  1,  p.  106-107) :  Names  of  co- 
operators  who  received  10  largest  payments, 


1965  crop — Continued 
Amana  Society,  Middle  Amana, 

Iowa _ $173,  780 

Younker  Farms,  Buckeye,  Ariz _  172,  046 

Gila  River  Ranches,  Inc.,  Gila  Bend, 

Ariz _  168,  322 

Charles  Lakin,  Emerson,  Iowa _  164, 178 

COTTON  PROGRAM 

Younker  Farms,  Buckeye,  Ariz _  98,  082 

Arizona  Farming  Co.,  Pinal  County, 

Ariz _  64,  466 

Harry  Moore,  Navasota,  Tex _  62,  798 

Joe  Hoover,  Fabens,  Tex _  58,  874 

Tom  Moore,  Navasota,  Tex _  54,  872 

Pima  Community  Farms,  Pinal 

County,  Ariz _  47,  083 

Worsham  Bros.,  Pecos,  Tex _  43,  942 

A.  K.  Chims  Farms,  Pinal  County, 

Ariz _  39,  093 

L.  V.  L.  Ranches,  Maricopa  County, 

Ariz _  38,  465 

Clark  &  Roberts,  Clarkville,  Tex _  38,  201 

WHEAT  PROGRAM 

Baughman  Farms,  Liberal,  Kans _  234,  541 

State  Department  of  Natural  Re¬ 
sources,  Ephrata,  Wash _  146,  814 

Campbell  Farming  Corp.,  Hardin, 

Mont _  133,  821 

Lonneker  Farms,  Inc.,  Prescott, 

Wash -  96,  298 

W.  T.  Waggoner  Trust  Estate,  Ver¬ 
non,  Tex _  94,  861 

State  of  Montana,  Helena,  Mont _  82, 228 

Broughton  Land  Co.,  Dayton,  Wash.  61,373 

Grote  Farms  Inc.,  Prescott,  Wash _  59,  099 

McGregor  Land  &  Livestock  Co., 


W.  Garvey,  Colby,  Kans _  48,  546 


What  are  the  latest  employment  fig¬ 
ures  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  ? 
We  have  thrown  around  a  number  of 
figures.  We  dug  into  some  specifics, 
rather  than  using  the  terminology  of 
man-hours  or  man-years.  We  inquired 
as  to  how  many  specific  employees  there 
were  at  any  given  period  of  the  year  on 
the  payroll.  Let  me  tell  you  what  we 
found.  As  of  June  30,  1965 — and  this  is 
actual,  so  we  are  not  estimating — there 
were  79,947  full-time  employees,  31,864 
temporary  and  part-time,  or  a  total  of 
111,861. 

Over  and  above  that,  there  were  15,104 
cooperative  extension  people.  ASC 
county  committee,  all  of  whom  are  on  a 
payroll  of  some  kind,  not  full  time  by 
any  stretch  of  the  imagination,  number 
104,039.  Actually,  in  numbers  of  people 
on  a  roll  of  one  kind  or  another  in  the 
Department,  there  are  231,004  people. 


17. S.  Department  of  Agriculture  employees 


Actual, 
June  30, 
1965 

Estimate, 
June  30, 
1966 

Estimate, 
June  30, 
1967 

USDA: 

Permanent  full  time.. 
Temporary  full  time— 
Part  time _ 

79,997 
}  31,864 

84, 375 
}  32,400 

86, 250 
|  31, 850 

Total,  USDA _ 

Cooperative  extension., 
ASC  county  commit¬ 
tees _ _ 

111,861 
15, 104 

104, 039 

116,  775 
14, 980 

1  100, 469 

118, 100 
14,900 

1  100, 469 

Department  total... 

231, 004 

232, 224 

233,  469 

1  Represents  approximately  23,000  man-years. 


With  respect  to  the  number  of  vehicles 
in  the  Department,  you  will  find  on  page 
38  of  the  bill  under  title  V,  general  pro¬ 
visions,  421  passenger  vehicles  for  re¬ 
placement.  But  this  is  just  part  of  the 
story. 


The  total  for  trucks  and  ambulances 
was  29,761.  That  is  a  vehicle  for  one  out 
of  practically  every  three  regular  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

If  we  analyze  and  break  this  down  in 
some  of  the  other  departments,  I  believe 
we  will  find  figures  that  may  be  likewise 
fantastic.  The  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jonas  1  has  made  a  great 
to-do  in  some  of  the  other  subcommit¬ 
tees  with  respect  to  travel  in  Govern¬ 
ment.  Here  we  find  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  fiscal  year  1966  has  direct 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Forest  Service  of  $38,- 
083,000.  In  the  coming  fiscal  year  1967, 
there  will  be  almost  $38,200,000. 

Now  with  respect  to  the  Federal  crop 
insurance  item  in  the  measure,  the 
budget  request  for  appropriated  funds 
was  for  $8,546,000,  and  our  subcommit¬ 
tee  allowed  $8,343,000.  While  the  budget 
called  for  $4  million  from  premium  in¬ 
come,  our  subcommittee  raised  the  figure 
to  $4,150,000. 

From  a  personal  point  of  view,  on  the 
basis  of  the  testimony  given  to  us  and 
in  light  of  some  of  the  very  loose  prac¬ 
tices  that  have  been  uncovered  in  some 
sections  of  the  country  with  respect  to 
the  operation  of  the  Federal  crop  insur¬ 
ance  program,  I  would  like  to  have  seen 
a  far  bigger  share  of  the  operating  costs 
coming  out  of  premium  income  and  per¬ 
sonally  would  be  willing  to  see  a  mora¬ 
torium  on  any  expansion  of  the  program 
in  the  coming  year  until  some  of  these 
loose  practices  have  been  tightened  up. 

For  example,  I  would  cite  several  in¬ 
demnity  payments  that  were  made  in  the 
State  of  Iowa  for  a  com  crop  failure; 
and  mind  you,  these  indemnity  payments 
are  up  in  the  $7,000  and  $8,000  figure. 
In  one  case,  a  heavily  planted  240-acre 
field  was  estimated  to  yield  only  17  bush¬ 
els  an  acre,  allegedly  due  to  com  stunt 
virus;  although  corn  on  nearby  farms 
harvested  for  grain  yielded  from  80  to 
120  bushels  or  more  per  acre. 

Iowa  State  University  reported  no  corn 
stunt  virus  in  the  State  the  year  this 
indemnity  was  paid,  and  the  crop  was  not 


a  complete  failure  at  all  for  the  farmers 
were  big  cattle  feeders  and  simply  put 
all  com  into  silage.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
it  seems  to  have  been  a  general  practice  in 
some  areas  for  some  farmers  to  plant 
their  com  extra  thick,  knowing  full  well 
that  it  would  not  head  out  for  a  good 
yield  but  would  make  in  the  end  very  good 
silage. 

There  has  been  a  cloak  of  secrecy 
which  pretty  well  shrouds  the  operations 
of  the  FCIC. 

Last  year  Mr.  Luft,  FCIC,  said: 

Information  regarding  indemnities  paid  in 
a  county  are  on  file  in  the  crop  insurance 
county  office  and  available  to  interested 
parties  from  that  source  (pt.  3,  p.  262). 

This  year  Mr.  Luft  did  an  about-face 
in  this  exchange : 

Mr.  Michel.  I  am  going  to  suggest  that 
maybe  some  people  have  been  denied  and 
I  don’t  mean  only  a  Congressman  asking 
for  it.  I  think  the  general  public  has  a  right 
to  know. 

Mr.  Luft.  I  think  what  you  are  referring  to 
is  the  denial  of  looking  into  the  personal 
files  of  a  farmer,  an  insured? 

Mr.  Michel.  No;  I  am  not  talking  about 
that.  You  call  it  personal,  but  it  is  public 
knowledge  if  the  Government  fraudulently 
pays  a  claim  to  a  farmer  in  an  indemnity 
payment.  You  can  call  it  personal,  but  it  is 
not  personal,  it  is  public  business. 

Mr.  Luft.  Well,  under  a  recent  memo  is¬ 
sued,  which  has  always  been  the  policy  in  our 
offices,  we  state  that  FCIC  representatives 
may  make  information  available  that  is 
posted  at  the  courthouse.  I  am  referring  to 
the  indemnities.  But  as  far  as  the  pro¬ 
ducer’s  file,  your  file  and  mine,  you  as  an 
insured  and  I  as  a  corporation,  the  personal 
forms  in  that  file  are  personal  property,  and 
other  than  employees  of  the  Government  or 
perhaps  a  Congressman  on  a  committee 
could  see  them,  but  under  no  condition  will 
we  release  this  information.  This  is  confi¬ 
dential  information  between  two  parties  (pt. 
3,  p. 202). 

Then  too,  in  part  3,  page  205  of  the 
hearings  you  will  find  a  very  interesting 
exchange  between  Mr.  Luft  and  myself 
on  the  subject  of  advertising  engaged  in 
by  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corpora¬ 
tion,  which  reads  as  follows: 
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Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation,  adver¬ 
tising  costs,  fiscal  year  1960  through  1965 
Fiscal  year:  Amount 

1960  _ $805 

1961  . — . .  1,961 

1962  _ 18,  747 

1963  _ 69,  505 

1964  _  118,  045 

1965  _ 117,383 

Cost  for  advertising  prior  to  fiscal  year  1960 
was  not  maintained  as  a  separate  item  of 
expense,  since  this  amount  was  insignificant. 

Mr.  Luft.  This  is  paid  advertising? 

We  also  get  a  lot  of  public  service;  many 
people  misconstrue  much  of  the  advertising 
that  you  hear  and  see  on  television,  and  hear 
on  radio,  and  other  advertising  in  news¬ 
papers.  Much  of  that  is  public  service  that 
we  do  not  pay  for.  If  we  paid  for  all  of  the 
advertising  that  you  hear  and  see,  I  know  it 
would  be  excessive. 

Mr.  Michel.  Well,  I  am,  in  effect,  suggest¬ 
ing  that  since  it  is  a  program  that  is  in  some 
competition  with  private  industry,  that  if  it 
can’t  be  sold  on  its  own  as  public  service, 
you  have  no  business  using  the  taxpayers’ 
money  to  advertise  a  program  that  is  sub¬ 
sidized  in  part  by  other  people. 

Mr.  Lutt.  We  do,  Mr.  Congressman,  we  do 
take  this  advertising  money  out  of  premium 
income. 

Mr.  Michel.  But  you  are  still  asking  for 
$8  million  appropriated  money  to  run  your 
program. 

One  could  go  through  a  number  of 
these  items  and  find  that  possibly  we 
could  have  made  a  few  more  reductions. 
Overall,  as  I  indicated,  I  know  our  chair¬ 
man  was  put  in  a  real  straitjacket,  as 
were  all  the  members  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  I  think  we  have  come  up  with  a 
prety  good  bill,  although,  as  I  have 
pointed  out,  I  have  reserved  on  the  REA 
and  the  ACP,  and  I  will  have  to  support 
those  amendments,  when  offered. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Could 
the  gentleman  submit  for  the  Record, 
in  addition  to  the  figure  of  the  increased 
number  of  employees  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  a  figure  for  the  corre¬ 
sponding  decrease  in  the  number  of 
farmers  now  occupying  farms? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
record  shows  the  number  of  fanners  has 
been  decreasing,  I  believe  as  shown  in  the 
report,  in  the  neighborhood  of  800,000 
a  year.  The  point  the  gentleman  makes 
is  a  good  one.  As  there  has  been  a  de¬ 
cline  in  farms  and  in  farmers  there  has 
been  a  corresponding  increase  in  the 
number  of  employees. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Is  that 
known  as  Freeman’s  formula  for  a  fiscal 
fiasco?  n 

Mr.  MICHEL.  That  is  the  gentleman’s 
terminology,  and  we  will  let  it  rest  at  that. 


Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN.  As  the  gentle¬ 
man  knows,  for  quite  some  time  I  have 
been  concerned  about  the  cereal  leaf 
beetle.  Can  my  colleague  advise  the 
House  what  progress  is  being  made  in 
this  connection? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  In  the  budget  request 
which  came  up  to  us  in  the  area  of  re¬ 
search,  this  whole  area  wasi  cut  back  in 
a  number  of  respects,  concerning  which 
our  committee  was  quite  interested.  We 
put  back  into  this  measure  a  sizable  in¬ 
crease  in  research,  aggregating  some  $19 
million  throughout  the  bill. 

I  am  sure  we  will  continue  the  war 
against  the  cereal  leaf  beetle,  exactly  as  it 
is  necessary  to  do  in  respect  to  the  soy¬ 
bean  cyst  nematode  and  the  fire  ant  in 
the  South  and  all  the  other  pests  and 
diseases. 

A  number  of  those  are  spelled  out  in 
the  report. 

It  is  ridiculous  to  cut  back  in  areas 
such  as  those,  in  which  we  have  made 
gains,  and  throw  it  all  to  the  winds  be¬ 
cause  somebody  wants  to  look  good  as 
being  a  great  economizer  and,  of  course,  I 
refer  to  the  President  himself. 

Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN.  Can  the  gentle¬ 
man  assure  me,  so  far  as  he  is  concerned, 
that  there  are  to  be  adequate  funds  for 
research  on  the  cereal  leaf  beetle,  and 
that  they  have  been  earmarked? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  believe,  because  of 
the  fact  that  we  have  had  this  dialog 
and  because  we  intend  to  continue  the 
program  at  the  current  level,  that  there 
is  sufficient  money  to  do  the  job. 

Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN.  I  appreciate 
the  gentleman’s  assurance. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  understand  there  is 
such  a  thing  as  a  National  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  on  Food  and  Fiber,  and  that  the 
directing  geniuses  of  it,  apparently  a  po¬ 
litical  organization,  consider  what  they 
call  a  modest  honorarium  to  be  $100  a 
day  plus  expenses.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  care  to  comment  on  that  item? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Let  me  ask  the  chair¬ 
man:  Did  we  leave  the  figure  at  that, 
or  cut  it  down  to  $82? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  am  sure  we 
provided  the  regular  per  diem  of  $83 
something  a  day.  That  is  current 
throughout  the  Government. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  That  is  right.  We 
settled  on  $82  or  $83.  It  is  an  odd  figure, 


but  it  is  the  acceptable  figure  now  in  a 
number  of  other  bills.  We  did  that,  in 
order  to  be  consistent. 

I  submit  it  is  a  high  figure,  and  the 
gentleman  may  wish  to  make  another 
observation  about  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Were  they  allowed  the 
more  than  half  million  dollars  they 
wanted  to  run  this  Commission? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  we  cut  that  Commission 
$295,000,  leaving  them  the  sum  of 
$350,000. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  helps  my  anguish 
a  little  bit. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Whitten]  a  question.  In  his  remarks 
he  went  into  detail  as  to  why  they  re¬ 
stored  the  money  for  the  school  milk  pro¬ 
gram.  I  wonder  if  he  would  care  to  ex¬ 
plain  as  to  why  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
suggested  these  cuts. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  have  never  been 
accused  of  being  too  close  to  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  so  I  could  not  answer  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  May  I  make  one  ob¬ 
servation?  Through  the  years  I  have 
been  taking  the  floor  and  criticizing  this 
program  to  the  extent  that  I  did  not  feel 
the  Federal  Government  was  obligated  to 
subsidize  the  milk  or  the  school  lunch  of 
my  kids  who  are  in  school.  We  have 
four  children.  They  drink  10  gallons  of 
milk  a  week  at  the  house.  When  they 
go  to  school  I  understand  our  two  foot¬ 
ball  players  and  basketball  players  drink 
at  least  a  pint  a  day  in  school.  They  are 
getting  a  4-cent  subsidy  as  they  pay  only 
1  or  2  cents  for  it.  Now,  I  do  not  think 
it  is  right  for  me  in  my  salary  bracket 
to  have  this  subsidy,  but  by  the  same 
token  I  do  not  see  how  there  is  any  prac¬ 
tical  way  to  go  to  each  individual  school 
and  schoolchild  and  say:  “Let  us  see, 
Johnny.  Your  dad  makes  so  many 
grand,  you  must  pay  the  full  freight,  and, 
Jimmy,  your  dad  makes  only  so  much; 
so  we  are  going  to  give  you  the  whole 
bundle.”  Frankly,  I  wish  there  were  a 
way  to  do  it,  but  under  this  whole  aura 
of  civil  rights  bills  with  talk  of  discrimi¬ 
nation  and  so  forth,  I  do  not  see  how  you 
can  do  it  on  the  one  hand  and  still  com¬ 
ply  with  the  act  and  the  nondiscrimina¬ 
tion  routine  on  the  other  hand. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  view  of  my  particu¬ 
lar  interest  in  the  REA  program  I  should 
like  at  this  point  to  insert  in  the  Record 
several  appropriate  tables : 
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EEA  electric  borrowers  with  general  funds  In  excess  of  20  percent  of  plant, 
as  reported  by  borrowers  In  descending  order  of  percent  as  of— 


Kandiyohi  Cooperative  Electric  Power  Association,  Will- 

mar,  Minn _ 

Winnebago  Rural  Electric  Co-op  Association,  Thompson, 

Iowa _ 

Oahe  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Blunt,  S.  Dak _ 

East  Central  Electric  Association,  Braham,  Minn _ 

Tricounty  Rural  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Napoleon,  Ohio _ 

Tri-County  Electric  Cooperative,  Leesburg,  Va . . . 

Hawkeye  Tri-County  Electric  Cooperative,  Cresco,  Iowa.. 
Southern  Indiana  Rural  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Tell 

City,  Ind _ 

North  Central  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Attica,  Ohio _ 

Teehe  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Jeanerette,  La _ 

Trukee  Public  Utility  District,  Trukee,  Calif _ 

Norris  Electric  Cooperative,  Newton,  Ill _ 

Bartholomew  County  REMC,  Columbus,  Ind _ 

Shelby  Electric  Cooperative,  Shelbyville,  Ill _ 

Darke  Rural  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Greenville,  Ohio.. 

Newton  County  REMC,  Kentland,  Ind _ 

Upson  County  Electric  Membership  Corp.,  Thomaston, 

Ga _ _ _ ., _ 

Midwest  Electric,  Inc.,  St.  Marys,  Ohio _ 

Johnson  County  REMC,  Franklin,  Ind _ 

Renville-Sibley  Cooperative  Power  Association,  Danube, 

Minn _  _ 

North  Western  Electric  Co-op.,  Inc.,  Bryan,  Ohio _ 

Seward  County  Rural  Public  Power  District,  Seward, 

Nebr _  _ _ 

Rural  Electric  Division,  Bryan,  Tex _ 

Dunn  County  Electric  Cooperative,  Mcnomonie,  Wis . 

Chippewa  Valley  Electric  Cooperative,  Cornell,  Wis _ 

Morrow  Electric  Co-op.,  Inc.,  Mount  Gilead,  Ohio _ 

Taylor  County  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Corp.,  Camp- 

bellsville,  Ky _ _ _ _ _ 

Brown  County  Rural  Electrical  Association,  Sleepy  Eye, 

Minn _ 

Marion  Rural  Electric  Co-op.,  Inc.,  Marion,  Ohio - 

Edgeeombe-Martin  County  Electric  Membership  Corp., 

Tarboro,  N.C _ _ 

Allamakee-Clayton  Electric  Co-op.,  Inc.,  Postville,  Iowa... 

Excelsior  Electric  Membership  Corp.,  Metter,  Ga . . 

Mountain  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Mountain  City,  Tenn. 

Clay  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Flora,  Ill - 

Alamo  Power  District  No.  3,  Alamo,  Nev - 

Wood  County  Electric  Co-op.,  Inc.,  Quitman,  Tex - 

North  Alabama  Electric  Cooperative,  Stevenson,  Ala _ 

The  Minnesota  Valley  Electric  Cooperative,  Jordan,  Minn. 
Rock  County  Electric  Cooperative  Association,  Janesville, 

Wis _ 

Woodbury  County  Rural  Electric  Co-op.  Association,  Mo- 

ville,  Iowa _ _ _ 

Tri  County  Electric  Cooperative,  Rushford,  Minn . . 

Nobles  Cooperative  Electric,  Worthington,  Minn _ 

Rural  Electric  Convenience  Co-op,  Auburn,  Ill _ 

Laclede  Electrical  Cooperative,  Lebanon,  Mo _ 

South  Crawford  Rural  Electric  Cooperative,  Denison,  Iowa. 

Lyon  Rural  Electric  Cooperative,  Rock  Rapids,  Iowa _ 

Goodhue  County  Cooperative  Electric  Association,  Zum- 

brota,  Minn _ 

Littlefield  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Littlefield,  Ariz _ 

Cedar-Knox  County  Rural  Puplic  Power  District,  Hart- 

ington,  Nebr _ 

Grundy  County  Rural  Electric  Co-op,  Grundy  Center, 

Iowa....' _ 

Marshall  County  REMC,  Plymouth,  Ind _ 

Union  Rural  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Marysville,  Ohio _ 

Orange  County  REMC,  Orleans,  Ind _ 

Eau  Claire  Electric  Cooperative,  Eau  Claire,  Wis _ 

Lafayette  Electric  Cooperative,  Darlington,  Wis _ _ 

Richland  Cooperative  Electric  Association,  Richland 

Center,  Wis _ 

Ida  County  Rural  Electric  Co-op,  Ida  Grove,  Iowa _ 

Calhoun  County  Electric  Co-op  Association,  Rockwell 

City,  Iowa....' _ _ _ 

Morgan  County  Rural  Electric  Association,  Fort  Morgan, 

Colo _ _ _ 

McLeod  Cooperative.  Power  Association,  Glencoe,  Minn _ 

Hot  Springs  County  Rural  Electric  Association,  Inc., 

Thermopolis,  Wyo _ 

Illinois  Valley  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Princeton,  Hi _ 

Clark  Electric  Cooperative,  Greenwood,  Wis _ 

Frontier  Power  Co.,  Coshocton,  Ohio _ 

Plymouth  Electric  Co-op  Association,  Le  Mars,  Iowa _ 

Carroll  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Carrollton,  Ohio _ 

Knox  County  REMC,  Vincennes,  Ind _ 

Wayne-White  Counties  Electric  Co-op,  Fairfield,  Ill _ 

Southwest  Central  Rural  Electric  Coopertive  Corp., 
Indiana,  Pa _ 


Dec. 
31, 1964 

Sept. 
30, 1965 

67.6 

59.3 

+1.7 

65.8 

53.3 

-2.5 

51.7 

62.9 

+.3 

42.3 

49.0 

+6.7 

47.3 

47.3 

43.9 

43.  1 

-.8 

36.2 

42.4 

+6.2 

42.1 

40.7 

-1.4 

40.  2 

39.6 

-.6 

32. 1 

39.6 

+7.5 

40.3 

39.5 

-.8 

38.2 

39.4 

+1.2 

42.4 

38.4 

—4.  0 

37.6 

38.4 

+.8 

36.  7 

37.3 

+.6 

36.3 

36.7 

+.4 

31.7 

34.2 

+2.5 

30.0 

34.1 

+4.1 

34.5 

34.1 

-.4 

37.3 

33.9 

-3.4 

34.1 

33.7 

-.4 

34.  2 

33.5 

-.7 

36.7 

33.2 

-3.5 

34.8 

32.8 

-2.0 

36. 1 

32.2 

-3.9 

35.4 

32.1 

-3.3 

36.7 

32.1 

-4.5 

28.8 

31.9 

+3.1 

28.0 

31.6 

+3.6 

33.1 

31.5 

-1.6 

34.4 

31.0 

-3.4 

35.  1 

31.0 

-4. 1 

32.2 

30.9 

-1.3 

33.6 

30.6 

-3.0 

30.3 

30.3 

32.5 

30.  1 

-2.4 

31. 1 

29.7 

-1.4 

29.9 

29.4 

-.5 

28.8 

29.3 

+.5 

30.6 

29.3 

-1.3 

29.1 

29.2 

+.1 

30.2 

28.7 

-1.5 

30.2 

28.5 

-1.7 

28.4 

28.1 

-.3 

30.5 

28. 1 

-2.4 

28.1 

28.0 

-.1 

29.2 

27.9 

-1.3 

27.8 

27.8 

27.4 

27.6 

+.2 

23.6 

27.5 

+3.9 

21.4 

27.4 

+6.0 

26.5 

27.3 

+.8 

31.  1 

27.0 

—4. 1 

32.3 

26.9 

-5.4 

25.4 

26.9 

+1.5 

30.0 

26.8 

-3.2 

27.8 

26.7 

-1.1 

28  3 

26.7 

-2.4 

29.8 

26.6 

-3.2 

24.7 

26.5 

+1.8 

27.  0 

26.3 

-.7 

29.  2 

26.  2 

-3.0 

25.7 

26.1 

+.4 

27.4 

26.  1 

-1.3 

35.1 

26. 1 

-9.0 

29.7 

25.9 

-3.8 

26.3 

25.8 

-.5 

23.5 

25.8 

+2.3 

27.7 

25.7 

-2.0 

REA  electric  borrowers  with  general  funds  in  excess  of  20  percent  of  plant, 
as  reported  by  borrowers  in  descending  order  of  percent  as  of— 


Change 


Dec.  Sept. 
31,1964  30,1965 


Clearwater-Polk  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Bagley,  Minn. 

Pioneer  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Greenville,  Ala _ 

Blue  Earth-Nicollet  Cooperative  Electric  Association, 

Mankato,  Minn _ _ _ _ _ 

Edgar  Electric  Co-op  Association,  Paris,  Ill _ _ _ 

Johnson  County  Electric  Co-op  Association,  Cleburne,  Tex. 

Mountrail  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Stanley,  N.  Dak _ 

South  River  Electric  Membership  Corp. ,  Dunn,  N.C _ 

Fayette  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  La  Grange,  Tex _ 

Capital  Electric  Power  Asociation,  Clinton,  Miss _ 

Lagrange  County,  REMC,  Lagrange,  Ind _ _ 

Umatilla  Electric  Cooperative  Association,  Hcrmiston, 

Oreg . . . . . 

Illini  Electric  Cooperative,  Champaign,  Ill _ 

Elkhorn  Rural  Public  Power  District,  Battle  Creek,  Nebr. 
Southwestern  Minnesota  Cooperative  Electric,  Pipestone, 


33.2 


26.5 
26.9 

29.3 
25.7 

27.4 

26.4 
25.7 
26.9 

42.2 

28.6 
27.6 


25.6 

25.6 

25.4 

25.2 

25.1 

25.1 

25.1 

25.0 

25.0 

25.0 

24.9 

24.9 

24.8 


-7.6 

New 

-1.1 

-1.7 

-4.2 

-.6 

-2.3 

-1.4 

-.7 

-1.9 


-17.3 

-3.7 

-2.8 


Minn _ _ _ 

Redwood  Electric  Cooperative,  Clements,  Minn _ 

T.I.P.  Rural  Electric  Co-op,  Brooklyn,  Iowa . . . . 

Deep  East  Texas  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  San  Augustine,  Tex. 

Overton  Power  District  No.  5,  Overton,  Nev . . . 

Federated  Rural  Electric  Association,  Jackson,  Minn . . 

Farmers  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Greenfield,  Iowa-.. . . 

The  C.  &  W.  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association,  Inc., 

Clay  Center,  Kans _ 

Eastern  Illinois  Power  Co-op,  Paxton,  Ill _ 

Butler  Rural  Electric  Co-op,  Inc„  Hamilton,  Ohio _ 

Piedmont  Electric  Membership  Corp.,  Hillsboro,  N.C _ 

Traverse  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Wheaton,  Minn _ 

D.E.K.  Rural  Electric  Cooperative,  Estherville,  Iowa _ 

Upshur  Rural  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Gilmer,  Tex _ 

Coastal  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Waterboro,  S.C _ 

Firelands  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  New  London,  Ohio _ 

The  Tippah  Electric  Power  Association,  Ripley,  Miss _ 

Lyon-Lineoln  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Tyler,  Minn _ 

Lincoln  County  Power  District  No.  1,  Pioche,  Nev _ 

The  D.S.  &  O.  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association,  Inc., 

Solomon.  Kans _ _ _ _ _ 

People’s  Cooperative  Power  Association,  Rochester,  Minn__ 

Corn  Belt  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Bloomington,  Ill _ 

The  Nemaha-Marshall  Electric  Cooperative  Association, 

Inc.,  Axtcll,  Kans _ _ _ _ — _ _ 

Humboldt  County  Rural  Electric  Co-op,  Humboldt,  Iowa— 

Taylor  County  Electric  Cooperative,  Medford,  Wis . . 

The  Brown-Atchison  Electric  Cooperative  Association, 

Inc.,  Horton,  Kans _ 

Shelby  County  REMC,  Shelbyville,  Ind _ 

Logan  County  Co-op,  Power  &  Light  Association,  Inc., 

Bcllcfontaine,  Ohio _ _ _ _ _ 

Lincoln-Union  Electric  Co.,  Alcestor,  S.  Dak _ 

Pella  Cooperative  Electric  Association,  Pella,  Iowa . — 

Kankakee  Valley  REMC,  Wanatah,  Ind _ _ _ 

Holmes-Wayne  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Millersburg,  Ohio _ 

Greenwood  County  Rural  Electric  System,  Greenwood, 
S.C . . . . . . . - . . 


26.2 

20.3 

23.0 

25.2 


26.2 

23.8 

25.0 


22.2 

25.2 

23.5 
21.9 

28.3 

21.3 
21.1 
21.3 

21.6 


20.5 

22.4 

22.9 


30.6 


20.0 

22.1 


Todd  Wadena  Electric  Cooperative,  Wadena,  Minn _ 

Metlakatla  Indian  Community,  Metlakatla,  Alaska _ 

Washington  Island  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Washington,  Is¬ 
land,  Wis _ _ _ _ _ 

Naknek  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Naknek,  Alaska _ 

Guernsey-Muskingum  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  New  Concord, 

Ohio _ _ _ _ _ l _ 

Pitt  &  Greene  Electric  Membership  Corp.,  Farmville,  N.C. 

Steuben  Rural  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Bath,  N.Y _ 

Coles-Moultrie  Electric  Cooperative,  Matton,  Ill _ 

South  Central  Arkansas  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Ar- 

kadelphia,  Ark _ _ _ 

Tri-County  Electric  Cooperative  Association,  Inc.,  Lan¬ 
caster,  Mo _ _ _ 

Cooke  County  Electric  Co-op  Association,  Muenster,  Tex.. 
Butler  County  Rural  Public  Power  District,  David  City, 

Nebr _ ! 

Covington  Electric  Cooperative,  Inc.,  Andalusia,  Ala _ 

Trempealeau  Electric  Cooperative,  Arcadia,  Wis _ 

Dairyland  Power  Cooperative,  LaCrosse,  Wis__ . . 

Buchanan  County  Rural  Electric  Co-op,  Independence, 

Iowa _ _ _ 

Rusk  County  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Henderson,  Tex _ 

Paulding-Putnam  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Paulding,  Ohio _ 

4-county  Electric  Power  Association,  Columbus,  Miss _ 

Lake  Region  Cooperative  Electrical  Association,  Pelican 

Rapids,  Minn _ 

Fort  Belknap  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  Olney,  Tex _ 

Sequachee  Valley  Electric  Cooperative,  South  Pittsburg, 

Tenn _ _ _ _ 

Belmont  Electric  Co-op,  Inc.,  St.  Clairsville,  Ohio _ 


23.3 

2L0 

20.~8 


22.0 


20.6 

2L0 


2L3 


24.8 

-1.6 

21  7 

+14 

24.6 

+1.6 

24.5 

-.7 

24.5 

New 

24.5 

-1.7 

24.5 

+.7 

24.2 

-.8 

24.0 

New 

23.5 

+1.3 

22.7 

-2.5 

22.7 

-.8 

22.5 

+.6 

22.4 

-5.9 

22.3 

+  1.0 

22.3 

+L2 

22.3 

+1.0 

22.2 

+.6 

22.0 

New 

22.0 

+1.5 

21.9 

-.5 

21.7 

-1.2 

21.6 

21.  6 

21.5 

-9.1 

21.5 

21.  5 

21.4 

+1.4 

21.3 

-.8 

21.3 

21. 1 

21.0 

20.9 

20.9 

20.8 

20.8 

20.6 

-2.7 

20.6 

-.4 

20.6 

20.6 

20.6 

-.2 

20.6 

20.6 

-1.5 

20,4 

20.4 

-.2 

20.  4 

20.3 

-.7 

20.3 

20.3 

-1.0 

20.  2 

20.2 

20.2 

20.2 

20. 1 

20. 1 

20.1 

Last  year  the  above  list  carried  148 
co-ops — 38  of  that  number  have  been 
dropped  because  they  have  fallen  below 
20  percent.  However  28  new  co-ops  have 


been  added  this  year  because  they  have 
risen  above  20  percent  and  the  total  of 
compilers  is  138.  Little  change  from  last 
year  and  I  call  again  upon  the  admin¬ 


istrator  to  bear  down  and  get  us  some 
significant  improvement  in  this  picture 
for  next  year’s  record. 
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REA  electric  loans  and  applications,  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967 


By  purpose 

By  purpose 

Distribu¬ 

tion 

G.  *  Tj 

Consumer 

facilities 

Total 

Distribu¬ 

tion 

G.  &  T. 

Consumer 

facilities 

Total 

FISCAL  YEAR  1966 

FISCAL  YEAR  1967 

Loans  approved,  fiscal  year  1964_. 

$158, 863, 833 

$102, 085, 167 

$510,000 

$261, 459, 000 

Loans  approved,  fiscal  year  1965_. 

$150, 436, 564 

$229, 091,436 

$445,000 

$379, 973,  000 

Loans  approved,  fiscal  year  1965 

Loans  approved,  fiscal  year  1966 

92, 450, 000 

176, 900, 000 

140,000 

269, 490, 000 

through  Jan.  31, 1966.. 

68, 449, 827 

106, 870, 173 

230,000 

175,  550,000 

Applications'remaining  on  hand. 

Applications  remaining  on  hand, 

Apr  10,  1965 

88,  708, 000 

93, 257, 000 

1, 853, 000 

183, 818, 000 

Jan.  31,  1966 _ 

94, 893, 000 

143, 333, 000 

1, 986,  000 

240,  212, 000 

Applications  expected,  Apr.  11, 

Applications  expected  Feb.  1 

51, 797, 000 

96, 565, 000 

474, 000 

148, 836, 000 

through  June  30,  1966  1 . . 

76, 628, 000 

108, 060, 000 

1,475,000 

186, 163,  000 

Applications  expected,  fiscal 

Applications  expected,  fiscal 

190, 000, 000 

208, 000, 000 

2, 000, 000 

400, 000, 000 

year  1967 .  . 

164,  000, 000 

435, 000, 000 

1, 000, 000 

600, 000,  000 

1  Based  on  experience  during  1st  6  months..  Source:  Fiscal  year  1966  hearings,  pt.  4,  p.  454,  and  fiscal  year  1967  hearings,  pt.  2,  p.  163. 


REA  unadvanced  electric  loan  funds 
[In  millions] 


Years  since  loan  was 
made 

G.  AT. 
borrow¬ 
ers 

Distri¬ 

bution 

borrow¬ 

ers 

Total 

AS  OF  JUNE  30,  1963 

3  years  or  less . 

$373.1 

$287. 4 

$660.5 

3  to  5  years . . 

39.5 

49.5 

89.0 

6  to  7  years . . . 

15.2 

24.3 

39.5 

7  to  10  years. . . 

10.6 

6.8 

17.4 

Over  10  years . — 

6.8 

2.1 

7.9 

Total . 

444.2 

1  370. 1 

814.3 

AS  OF  DEC.  31,  1964 

3  years  or  less.. . . 

390.5 

285.4 

675.9 

3  to  5  years.. . . 

111.7 

33.6 

145.3 

5  to  7  years.  _ 

18.2 

15.3 

33.5 

7  to  10  years _ 

13.5 

10.7 

24.2 

Over  10  years . 

3.6 

1.6 

5.2 

Total _ 

537.5 

»  346. 6 

884.1 

AS  OF  DEC.  31,  1966 

3  years  or  less . . 

391.9 

266.3 

658.2 

3to5years.._  _ 

142.2 

23.8 

166.0 

5  to  7  years. . . 

6.8 

10.8 

17.6 

7  to  10  years . 

24.9 

12.6 

37.5 

Over  10  years . . 

2.1 

1.8 

3.9 

Total . 

567.9 

315.3 

883.2 

1  Includes  $64,000,000  loaned  to  distribution  borrower 
for  generation  and  transmission  purposes. 

s  Includes  $77,000,000  loaned  to  distribution  borrowers 
for  generation  and  transmission  purposes. 

Source:  Hearings,  fiscal  year  1965,  pt.  4,  p.  46;  fiscal 
year  1966,  pt.  4,  p.  470;  fiscal  year  1967,  pt.  2,  p.  166. 

Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
commend  the  committee  for  its  wise  ac¬ 
tions  which  are  truly  in  the  best  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  American  farmer. 

Despite  the  beating  that  the  American 
fanner  is  suffering  at  the  hands  of  the 
Commerce  Department,  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment,  and  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment,  the  committee  has  refused  to  go 
along  with  this  administration’s  “cheat 
the  farmer”  campaign. 

Increased  by  the  committee  were  the 
funds  for  the  very  effective  school  lunch 
and  school  milk  programs.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  added  $29  million  for  the  spe¬ 
cial  milk  program  which  places  the  ap¬ 
propriation  level  for  fiscal  1967  at  nearly 
the  same  level  as  this  current  year. 
School  lunch  program  funds  were  in¬ 
creased  by  $19  million  over  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  request,  which  is  a  $19  million 
increase  over  the  present  level.  No  pro¬ 
gram  in  recent  history  has  waged  a  more 
effective  war  on  poverty  in  our  schools 
and  rural  areas.  The  only  thing  missing 


from  this  program  is  some  type  of  fancy 
slogan  which  is  probably  just  as  well  be¬ 
cause  the  fancy  slogan  used  in  another 
assault  on  poverty  only  glosses  over  mas¬ 
sive  waste  and  maladministration. 

Department  of  Agriculture  officials 
predicted  that  school  milk  consumption 
would  drop  1  billion  half  pints  next  year 
if  the  administration’s  plans  were  ac¬ 
cepted.  The  obvious  result  would  be  that 
the  Government  would  have  to  purchase 
more  milk  under  the  dairy  price-support 
program,  negating  any  real  saving. 

What  possible  justification  can  there 
be  for  reducing  by  even  $1  a  program 
which  is  a  vanguard  against  poverty 
when  even  the  administration  has  de¬ 
cided  to  step  up  its  efforts  in  rural  areas? 
If  reductions  are  needed  in  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Department,  why  not  cut  back  in 
funds  for  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  which  has  deliberately  driven 
down  prices  by  dumping  grain  on  the 
market  instead  of  taking  the  milk 
money?  Under  the  phony,  paper  econ¬ 
omy  proposal  of  the  administration,  in¬ 
stead  of  going  into  children’s  stomachs, 
the  milk  would  be  powdered  and  stored  in 
warehouses  at  Government  expense. 

There  can  be  no  other  conclusion  after 
analyzing  the  proposed  cutback  than 
that  the  administration  has  been  mis¬ 
leading  the  American  people  at  the  di¬ 
rect  expense  of  our  farmers  and  young 
people.  For  years,  this  program  has 
been  recognized  as  one  of  great  value  to 
the  general  health  and  welfare  of  our 
children.  Time  and  again,  campaigns 
have  been  launched  to  encourage  people 
to  increase  their  consumption  of  milk. 
Now  suddenly  we  are  told  that  the  milk 
program  for  our  children  is  no  longer 
of  such  importance. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  see  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  increase  for  this  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  and  school  lunch  program. 

One  of  the  most  serious  proposed  re¬ 
ductions  was  in  money  for  the  REA  pro¬ 
grams  which  were  not  only  scheduled  to 
be  cut  back  by  $132  million  for  fiscal 
1967,  but  also  had  an  equal  amount  im¬ 
pounded  from  this  year’s  authorization. 

This  is  no  time  to  cripple  REA  when 
communication  lines  and  extensions  are 
urgently  needed  to  provide  electrical  dis¬ 
tribution  to  the  farms  of  South  Dakota 
and  the  Nation.  If  the  administration 
actually  advanced  this  cut  in  an  effort 
to  economize,  then  I  would  recommend 
that  we  tighten  our  belts  and  go  along, 
but  while  he  proposed  to  cut  the  heart 
out  of  REA  and  the  farmer  generally,  he 


asked  for  millions  to  pay  the  rent  for  city 
dwellers  whose  incomes  vastly  exceed  the 
annual  incomes  of  most  farmers. 

The  committee  has  increased  loan  au¬ 
thorizations  for  the  REA  by  $145  mil¬ 
lion  and  for  the  RTA  by  $12  million. 
This  action  restores  the  appropriation 
for  these  programs  to  the  full  1966  level. 

One  of  the  oldest  Federal  grant  pro¬ 
grams  is  that  to  land-grant  colleges. 
The  recommended  cut  of  $12  million  in 
this  program  would  have  seriously 
affected  many  State  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities.  The  fallacy  of  this  reduction 
was  especially  apparent  at  this  time 
when  there  is  a  need  to  increase  the 
number  of  competent  agricultural  spe¬ 
cialists. 

Fortunately  the  committee  has 
averted  tragedy  which  would  have  re¬ 
sulted  from  these  reductions  and  in¬ 
creased  Cooperative  State  Research 
Service  funds  by  $7.5  million.  This  fig¬ 
ure  is  slightly  higher  than  the  1966  ap¬ 
propriation. 

One  of  the  major  actions  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  also  most  fortunate.  In  the 
President’s  budget,  the  number  of  new 
starts  on  watershed  planning  and  con¬ 
struction  projects  were  limited  to  50  and 
35  respectively.  The  committee  has  rec¬ 
ommended  that  these  be  increased  to 
their  present  number  which  would  allow 
100  new  planning  starts  and  80  new  con¬ 
struction  starts.  The  committee  has  also 
increased  planning  funds  by  $289,000 
over  the  1966  level  and  has  increased 
construction  funds  by  $689,000. 

Previously,  I  introduced  legislation 
which  would  unlock  some  of  the  funds 
for  1966  appropriations  for  these  pro¬ 
grams  and  restore  the  number  of  new 
starts  to  their  current  level.  Therefore, 
this  action  by  the  committee  is  most 
welcome. 

The  funds  for  consumer  protection 
and  marketing  programs  have  been  in¬ 
creased  by  more  than  $5  million.  This 
increase  includes  $2  million  for  meat 
inspection  and  $1  million  for  poultry  in¬ 
spection.  As  more  meat  packing  centers 
are  opened  the  demand  for  inspectors  has 
increased.  In  my  district,  for  example, 
one  medium  sized  plant  has  had  to  pay 
for  its  own  inspection  simply  because  it 
is  far  from  a  large  packing  center.  This 
increase  will  alleviate  this  problem  and 
offer  the  American  consumer  both 
greater  protection  and  a  better  guar¬ 
anteed  standard  of  living. 

The  American  farmer  has  been  for¬ 
gotten  by  everyone,  it  appears,  except 
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the  House  committee.  Again  I  wish  to 
commend  the  committee  for  its  actions. 

I  also  wish  to  highly  commend  Chair¬ 
man  Whitten  for  his  statement  and 
agree  completely  with  his  view  that  con¬ 
gressional  checks  must  be  maintained 
over  these  long-established  and  effective 
programs.  As  the  chairman  pointed  out, 
the  programs  under  the  control  of  con¬ 
gressional  allocation  formulas  were  cut 
by  the  administration,  whereas  the  pro¬ 
grams  handled  by  the  executive  branch 
administrators  were  greatly  increased  in 
the  President’s  budget.  It  is  reassuring 
to  know  the  Appropriations  Committee 
has  seen  through  this  fakery  and  has 
exercised  its  belief  that  the  American 
farmer  should  not  be  the  Great  Society’s 
whipping  boy  just  because  he  has  less 
voting  power  than  the  urban  areas  of  the 
country.  _ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  my 
colleague  on  the  committee,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  NatcherI. 

(Mr.  NATCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  once  again 
brings  to  the  floor  of  the  House  for  your 
approval  the  annual  appropriations  bill 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  recommend  a  total  appropriation 
of  $6,909,027,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1967. 
This  is  a  reduction  of  $113,611,000  in 
the  total  budget  requests  which  called 
for  $7,022,638,000. 

This  bill  provides  the  necessary  funds 
for  the  operation  of  the  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment’s  activities.  More  than  half 
of  the  total  amount  appropriated  in  the 
bill  applies  directly  to  benefits  for  the 
consumer.  This  bill  contains  money 
both  for  agriculture  and  services  for  con¬ 
sumers.  We  provide  the  necessary  funds 
for  our  milk,  school  lunch,  food  stamp, 
and  direct  distribution  of  food  to  the 
needy  programs. 

We  make  adequate  provision  in  the 
bill  to  continue  our  expanded  tobacco 
research  program.  Several  years  ago 
we  decided  that  additional  research  in 
tobacco  was  necessary.  Realizing  that 
this  is  a  $10  billion  industry,  it  was  agreed 
that  more  research  was  necessary.  In 
1960  the  sum  of  $250,000  was  appropri¬ 
ated  for  additional  tobacco  research.  At 
this  time  the  Commonwealth  of  Ken¬ 
tucky  appropriated  the  necesary  funds 
to  construct  a  laboratory  building  to  cost 
$4  y2  million.  In  addition,  the  legislature 
apppropriated  $50,000  additional  funds 
for  tobacco  research.  It  was  agreed  that 
since  the  facilities  were  furnished  at  no 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government  a  new 
tobacco  research  facility  would  be  es¬ 
tablished  at  the  University  of  Kentucky 
in  Lexington,  Ky.  Here  we  are  today  op¬ 
erating  a  very  thorough  research  pro¬ 
gram  and  I  sincerely  believe  that  the 
benefits  to  be  derived  from  this  research 
will  more  than  offset  its  cost.  Twenty- 
one  of  our  States  produce  tobacco  and 
over  700,000  families  are  involved  in  the 
production  of  this  commodity.  Since 
the  report  of  the  Surgeon  General,  a 
number  of  developments  have  taken 
place  that  have  caused  our  people  some 
concern  regarding  the  use  of  tobacco. 


At  the  University  of  Kentucky  we  have 
a  program  underway  to  discover  if  to¬ 
bacco  and  smoking  result  in  the  release 
of  compounds  which  can  cause  serious 
physical  and  physiological  problems  to 
the  user.  Up  to  this  time  no  one  has  dis¬ 
covered  the  compounds  that  may  be  con¬ 
cerned.  Research  is  underway  which 
will  ultimately,  we  hope,  discover  and 
and  make  a  complete  inventory  of  the 
chemicals  that  are  present  in  the  cured 
tobacco  leaf  and  follow  this  process  on 
through  the  burning  process  from  the 
smoking  of  tobacco.  In  addition,  tests 
are  underway  through  a  biological  test¬ 
ing  procedure  to  separate  and  test  each 
of  the  compounds  and  to  determine  what 
effects,  if  any,  they  have  upon  experi¬ 
mental  animals.  When  any  compounds 
are  discovered  that  are  suspicious,  then 
the  attention  of  those  in  charge  of  this 
program  will  be  directed  to  the  different 
tobacco  breeding  stocks  to  discover  which 
of  the  stocks  is  completely  deficient  or 
low  in  such  compounds.  We  thereby, 
through  the  breeding  process,  after  such 
discoveries,  can  produce  tobacco  which 
will  contain  none  or  substantially  little 
amounts  of  any  detrimental  compounds 
which  are  identified.  Three-fourths  of 
the  money  contained  in  this  bill  for  to¬ 
bacco  research  will  be  devoted  to  the 
health  related  aspects  of  the  tobacco 
problem. 

This  bill  provides  adequate  funds  for 
our  Extension  Service.  Cooperative  agri¬ 
cultural  extension  work  was  established 
by  the  Smith-Leber  Act  of  May  8,  1914, 
as  amended.  This  legislation  authorized 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  give, 
through  the  land-grant  colleges,  in¬ 
struction  and  practical  demonstrations 
in  agriculture  and  home  economics  and 
related  subjects  and  to  encourage  the 
application  of  such  information  by  means 
of  demonstrations,  publications  and 
otherwise  to  persons  not  attending  or 
resident  in  the  colleges.  The  basic  job 
of  the  cooperative  extension  service  is 
to  help  people  identify  and  solve  their 
farming,  home  and  community  problems 
through  use  of  research  findings  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  State 
land-grant  colleges.  We  know  that  our 
State  and  county  extension  work  is  fi¬ 
nanced  from  Federal,  State,  county  and 
local  sources.  In  using  these  funds  we 
employ  our  county  agents,  home  demon¬ 
stration  agents,  4-H  Club  agents  and 
State  specialists  who  conduct  the  joint 
educational  programs  adapted  to  local 
problems  and  conditions. 

Our  Extension  Service  is  recognized 
to  be  the  world’s  largest  and  most  suc¬ 
cessful  system  of  informal  education 
oriented  to  help  people  solve  their  prob¬ 
lems  and  to  develop  opportunities  in 
their  homes,  businesses  and  their  com¬ 
munities.  Our  Extension  Service  has 
achieved  very  effective  results  through¬ 
out  our  land,  with  a  minimum  of  cost. 
During  the  year  of  1966  our  Extension 
programs  reached  directly  more  than 
8,715,000  homemakers  and  many  mil¬ 
lions  of  others  indirectly  through  mass 
media  and  indirect  contacts.  Our  Ex¬ 
tension  agents  worked  directly  with 
more  than  3,800,000  farmers  and  699,- 
000  operators  of  agricultural  marketing 
firms.  The  work  of  our  Extension  agent 
is  more  important  today  than  ever  be- 
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fore.  This  is  one  of  our  successful  pro¬ 
grams  in  agriculture  and  under  no  cir¬ 
cumstances  should  we  permit  this  pro¬ 
gram  to  be  eliminated. 

This  bill  makes  adequate  provision  for 
our  Soil  Conservation  Service.  We  have 
restored  most  of  the  funds  reduced  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  our  Soil 
Survey  Service  which,  by  the  way,  has 
become  more  important  each  year.  As 
we  all  know,  our  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice  was  established  in  1935  and  this  is 
the  Service  that  assists  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  districts  and  other  cooperators, 
watershed  groups  and  Federal  and  State 
agencies  having  related  responsibilities 
in  bringing  about  physical  adjustments 
in  land  use  that  will  conserve  soil  and 
water  resources,  provide  for  agricultural 
production  on  a  sustained  basis  and  re¬ 
duce  damages  by  floods  and  sedimenta¬ 
tion.  The  major  programs  carried  out 
by  our  Soil  Conservation  Service  are  in 
our  conservation  operations,  watershed 
planning,  watershed  protection;  flood 
prevention;  Great  Plains  conservation 
and  resource  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  activities.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  for  this  Service  is  $228,510,000, 
which  is  $1,525,000  over  the  amount  ap¬ 
propriated  for  fiscal  year  1966. 

For  Agricultural  Research  Service  we 
recommend  the  sum  of  $197,437,000. 

For  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  we  recommend 
$706,258,000.  This  is  an  adequate 
amount  to  carry  this  Service  through 
the  fiscal  year  of  1967. 

We  have  restored  the  necessary  funds 
for  our  special  milk  and  school  lunch 
programs.  Certainly  there  should  be  no 
reduction  in  these  two  programs  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  committee  recom¬ 
mends  this  bill  to  the  Members  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
glad  to  yield  15  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Langen]  . 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
highly  heartening  to  see  a  bill  before  us 
that  does  not  bear  the  stamp,  “Written 
in  the  White  House.”  This  is  a  rare,  but 
welcome,  experience  for  those  of  us  who 
have  witnessed  a  long  parade  of  legisla¬ 
tion  that  was  conceived  downtown,  writ¬ 
ten  downtown,  and  for  all  practical  pur¬ 
poses,  passed  downtown.  But  today  we 
have  a  rare  opportunity  to  regain  a  bit 
of  control  in  the  legislative  branch  of  our 
Government,  to  put  a  little  spunk  back 
into  Congress,  and  let  the  people’s  voice 
again  be  heard.  It  is  a  good  feeling,  and 
I  hope  it  is  but  a  harbinger  of  things  to 
come.  This  is  an  encouraging  day  for 
the  farmers,  consumers,  and  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

As  we  all  know,  the  bill  under  consid¬ 
eration  today  represents  a  substantial 
change  from  the  budget  recommenda¬ 
tions  submitted  by  the  administration, 
restoring  most  of  the  programs  slated  for 
reduction  by  the  budget  recommenda¬ 
tion,  and  cutting  elsewhere  on  items  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  committee’s  wisdom  to  be 
less  essential  to  the  future  of  American 
agriculture  and  the  U.S.  consumer. 
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I  will  not  spend  much  of  my  time  to¬ 
day  in  reiterating  the  points  discussed 
in  the  committee  report,  since  I  am  con¬ 
fident  our  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  Mr.  Whitten,  and  the  distin¬ 
guished  ranking  minority  member  of 
that  subcommittee,  Mr.  Michel,  have 
presented  persuasive  facts  and  figures 
along  those  lines.  They  are  to  be  highly 
commended  for  their  diligent  work  on 
this  bill,  and  it  was  a  distinct  pleasure  to 
have  had  the  privilege  of  serving  with 
them  on  the  subcommittee. 

Perhaps  we  are  quite  familiar  with  the 
fact  that  this  bill  restores  the  funds  for 
valuable  research  in  insect  control,  plant 
and  animal  diseases,  and  research  work 
at  land-grant  colleges.  The  long-range 
continuity  and  effectiveness  of  the  coun¬ 
ty  agent  system  has  been  restored. 
Funds  are  here  for  water  and  soil  pol¬ 
lution  control  even  though  the  budget 
recommended  less  attention  to  the  pro¬ 
tection  and  development  of  our  water¬ 
sheds.  Activities  of  the  important  Soil 
Conservation  Service  have  been  main¬ 
tained.  The  growing  need  and  demand 
for  electricity  and  telephones  in  rural 
areas  is  recognized  in  this  bill.  And  we 
have  recognized  that  the  lack  of  nutri¬ 
tious  and  well-balanced  meals  is  not  re¬ 
stricted  to  families  in  just  the  lower-in¬ 
come  brackets,  by  restoring  the  school 
milk  and  school  lunch  funds. 

To  have  allowed  these  programs  to  be 
reduced  or  eliminated  would  have  made 
a  mockery  out  of  the  actions  of  past 
Congresses  that  rightly  started  these 
programs  and  saw  them  grow  into  suc¬ 
cessful  operations.  Research  that  was 
needed  last  year  and  the  years  before,  is 
needed  even  more  today.  School  milk 
and  lunches,  providing  needed  nutrition 
to  millions  of  youngsters,  do  not  sudden¬ 
ly  outlive  their  usefulness.  To  have  acted 
otherwise  would  have  been  tragic  for  the 
future. 

The  committee  report  sums  it  up  suc¬ 
cinctly  by  stating: 

If  the  committee  and  the  Congress  were  to 
follow  the  recommendations  of  the  1967 
budget  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
our  whole  economy  would  be  endangered,  as 
would  our  International  commitments.  If 
such  a  policy  as  the  administration  advo¬ 
cates  were  followed  for  only  a  few  years,  the 
United  States  would  likely  be  a  food  deficit 
country  instead  of  one  of  abundance. 

Before  proceeding  further,  it  is  wise  to 
ponder  a  moment  on  the  purpose  of  the 
appropriation  we  are  making  today,  and 
its  relationship  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  First  of  all,  these  moneys 
should  provide  for  a  healthy  American 
agriculture,  assuring  some  fair  level  of 
security  for  those  who  produce  our  Na¬ 
tion’s  food  and  fiber.  And  secondly,  our 
investment  in  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  should  provide  an  adequate, 
high-quality  supply  of  food  for  our  peo¬ 
ple,  at  reasonable  prices. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  budget  recommen¬ 
dations  did  not  sustain  either  one  of 
these  objectives.  In  fact,  the  budget  was 
a  threat  to  the  farmer  because  the  mon¬ 
eys  appropriated  would  too  often  be  used 
to  control  the  prices  he  receives.  And 
it  would  be  a  threat  to  the  consumer  of 
the  future  because  the  research  necessary 


to  provide  the  food  of  tomorrow  would 
have  been  curtailed.  The  bill  before  us 
today  has  rectified  many  of  these  defi¬ 
ciencies. 

When  a  committee  of  Congress  is  at 
as  much  variance  with  administration 
requests  as  is  apparent  in  this  bill,  there 
appear  serious  questions  as  to  why  the 
differences  exist. 

Some  have  said  that  the  administra¬ 
tion  has  no  intention  of  scuttling  the 
tried  and  proven  programs  that  were 
slated  for  reductions  under  the  budget; 
that  the  administration  was  confident 
that  Congress  would  restore  the  funds, 
putting  the  “spending”  label  on  Congress 
rather  than  itself.  If  such  an  explana¬ 
tion  is  true,  then  it  is  a  cruel  game  to  be 
playing  with  this  Nation’s  greatest  nat¬ 
ural  resource,  agriculture.  At  best  it  is 
a  brazen  attempt  to  finance  new  and  un¬ 
tried  spending  schemes  at  the  expense  of 
this  Nation’s  future  food  supply. 

Perhaps  this  battle  of  direction  and 
purpose  started  a  number  of  years  ago, 
such  as  was  revealed  in  our  discussion 
on  this  floor  a  year  ago  when  another 
agriculture  appropriations  bill  was  being 
debated.  Some  of  these  same  budgetary 
reductions  were  in  that  bill,  and  also  were 
restored,  which  should  have  given  them 
some  sort  of  indication  on  the  mood  of 
Congress  in  the  matter.  I  recall  saying 
at  that  time,  during  the  discussion  on  the 
value  of  crop  research  and  its  relation¬ 
ship  to  today’s  abundance: 

We  can  go  back  all  the  way  to  the  1920’s, 
and  certainly  it  was  true  In  the  1930’s,  that 
the  wheat  rust  epidemics  were  so  bad  that 
many  burned  entire  fields  of  wheat  because 
they  were  not  worth  harvesting.  Now,  had 
our  research  people  not  been  able  to  produce 
new  rust-resistant  varieties,  and  to  have  done 
so  consistently  and  periodically  with  the 
cycles  that  are  characteristic  of  rust,  this 
Nation  would  not  be  producing  any  wheat 
today.  The  same  is  true  of  almost  every  crop 
you  can  think  of. 

Plant  and  animal  diseases  are  never 
completely  conquered.  History  has  pro¬ 
vided  too  many  examples  of  age-old  crop 
diseases  being  conquered,  only  to  reap¬ 
pear  in  hybridized  form  later.  Only  con¬ 
tinuing  research  can  keep  our  crops, 
hence  our  food  supply,  free  of  disease 
and  pestilence.  As  the  report  on  this  bill 
so  aptly  puts  it,  history  teaches  us  that 
the  food-deficit  countries  of  the  world 
started  on  their  decline  by  failing  to  give 
adequate  attention  to  the  protection  and 
development  of  their  basic  natural  re¬ 
sources.  This  is  true  of  nearly  every 
country  we  aid  today.  We  must  not 
make  the  same  mistake. 

Dr.  O.  Meredith  Wilson,  president  of 
one  of  our  great  land-grant  institutions, 
the  University  of  Minnesota,  recently 
wrote: 

As  an  histornian  I  think  the  record  Is  clear : 
American  achievements  in  agriculture  are 
our  most  impressive  achievements  and  per¬ 
haps  our  strongest  weapons  against  propa¬ 
ganda  of  Communist  countries.  I  find  it 
hard  to  understand  why  Federal  policy  would 
want  to  abandon  a  clearly  successful  policy 
which  has  given  us  unquestioned  leadership 
for  other  policies  where  our  leadership  is  still 
in  dispute. 

I,  too,  find  it  hai'd  to  understand  why 
Federal — administration — policy  would 
want  to  abandon  a  clearly  successful 
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policy,  were  it  not  for  the  number  of 
instances  in  which  their  attitude  has  not 
been  in  the  best  interests  of  American 
agriculture.  All  we  have  to  do  is  look  at 
the  record. 

This  administration,  Mr.  Chairman, 
has  consistently  used  its  power  to  effec¬ 
tively  keep  a  lid  on  needed  farm  income 
and  depress  farm  prices.  And  then  when 
the  cost  of  living  goes  up,  this  adminis¬ 
tration  completely  ignores  the  costs  of 
labor,  packaging,  and  all  the  other  ex¬ 
penses  connected  with  food,  and  lays  the 
blame  on  the  farmer  who  represents  the 
smallest  part  of  the  American  food 
dollar. 

While  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  was 
expressing  pleasure  over  dropping  farm 
prices,  his  statistical  reporting  services 
in  his  Department  were  forecasting  low¬ 
er  farm  income  for  the  remainder  of  the 
year.  However,  the  Department’s  Eco¬ 
nomic  Research  Service’s  “Farm  Income 
Situation”  report  for  April  of  1966  re¬ 
ported  gleefully  that  “the  Nation’s  farm¬ 
ers  likely  will  enjoy  one  of  their  most 
prosperous  years  in  1966.  Realized  net 
farm  income  this  year  probably  will  be 
up  about  a  billion  dollars  over  the  $14.1 
billion  estimated  for  1965.” 

But,  do  not  stop  reading,  because  in 
the  very  next  paragraph  it  says: 

Government  payments  to  farmers  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  rise  by  close  to  a  billion  dollars  over 
last  year’s  total  of  $2.5  billion  reflecting 
changes  in  farm  programs. 

So  there  you  have  it,  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
frank  admission  that  the  billion-dollar 
increase  in  realized  net  farm  income  for 
the  year,  if  it  materializes,  will  be  due  to 
Government  payments,  not  an  improved 
market  situation.  It  then  becomes 
readily  apparent  that  the  market  prices 
of  farm  commodities  are  not  solely  to 
blame  for  the  rise  in  the  cost  of  living. 
There  are  plenty  of  other  reasons  for  the 
rise  in  the  cost  of  living,  such  as  the 
administration’s  continuing  inflationary 
fiscal  policies. 

Exploring  the  farm  income  situation  a 
bit  further,  it  is  interesting  to  note  that 
in  1960  Government  payments  repre¬ 
sented  only  5.9  percent  of  net  farm  in¬ 
come,  but  represented  23.3  percent  in 
1966. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
American  farmer  is  still  living  on  but 
about  60  percent  of  the  income  his  city 
cousins  get,  and  that  market  prices  for 
his  products  remain  at  low  levels,  with 
this  administration  making  particular 
effort  to  keep  them  there. 

It  has  been  through  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  which  is  supported  by  the 
moneys  we  appropriate  today,  that  this 
administration  has  manipulated  and 
controlled  the  farm  marketplace  to  suc¬ 
cessful  beat  down  farm  prices  and  keep 
them  at  depressed  levels. 

Huge  quantities  of  Government-owned 
grain  have  been  dumped  on  the  market 
in  an  effort  to  depress  both  grain  and 
livestock  prices.  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  wheat  has  been  used  to  de¬ 
press  prices,  and  often  just  the  threat  of 
such  a  Government  sale  has  caused  prices 
to  nose-dive.  Large  amounts  of  com 
have  been  sold  from  CCC  bins.  In  fact, 
they  have  cleaned  out  the  elevators  in 
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many  areas  where  there  is  a  real  demand 
for  feed,  thus  adding  to  the  cost  of  sup¬ 
plying  feed  com  from  long  distances.  To 
show  the  true  intent  of  such  com  sales 
by  the  CCC,  you  had  only  to  note  the 
confession  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Council  of  Economic  Advisors  on 
nationwide  television  on  March  10  that 
the  heavy  com  sales  were  made  to  “hold 
down  the  price  of  com.  The  Govern¬ 
ment’s  acquired  large  stocks  of  com  in 
its  past  price  support  operation,  now 
we  are  releasing  them  into  the  market.” 

Even  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who 
calls  charges  of  CCC  dumping  “political 
noise,”  admitted  last  year  before  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee  that  the 
purpose  of  heavy  CCC  feed-grain  sales 
in  1961-62  was  “to  move  our  prices  down 
far  enough  so  that  they  would  be  way 
below  the  support  level,  the  loan  level, 
so  that  we  could  thereby  get  compliance.” 

This  administration  has  moved  in 
other  agricultural  areas,  as  well.  For 
instance,  prices  to  thousands  of  domes¬ 
tic  sugarbeet  and  sugarcane  growers 
are  being  held  down  by  opening  the  door 
to  unlimited  imports  of  foreign  sugar 
during  the  remainder  of  the  first  two 
quarters  of  this  year.  The  prospect  of 
expanded  dairy  imports  is  a  factor  in 
that  industry,  with  the  price  of  milk, 
butter,  and  cheese  being  forced  down¬ 
ward.  Prospects  for  the  dairy  industry 
would  have  been  even  worse  if  the  ad¬ 
ministration  had  succeeded  in  cutting  the 
heart  out  of  the  school  milk  program. 
It  could  have  resulted  in  a  decrease  of 
a  billion  half  pints  of  milk  a  year  with 
the  resulting  lowering  of  prices,  and 
represents  another  obvious  maneuver  to 
control  the  prices  of  dairy  products. 

Many  of  us  noted  the  abrupt  action 
to  take  pork  and  butter  from  the  tables 
of  our  boys  in  service.  The  result,  of 
course,  reduces  the  farm  price  on  these 
commodities.  It  seems  inconceivable 
that  it  could  be  more  important  to  hold 
down  farm  prices  than  to  adequately 
provide  a  proper  diet  for  our  fighting 
men. 

The  beef  industry  also  discovered  how 
the  administration  operates  to  limit  in¬ 
come.  Only  this  time  the  tables  were 
turned  from  imports  to  exports.  Just  2 
years  ago  when  heavy  cattle  Imports 
glutted  the  U.S.  market  and  low  prices 
were  forcing  many  cattlemen  to  the  wall, 
Secretary  of  Commerce  Hodges  advised 
the  farmers  to  “quit  whining”  and  go  out 
and  look  for  new  foreign  markets  for 
beef  and  beef  products.  Livestock  pro¬ 
ducers  carefully  built  up  an  export  mar¬ 
ket  for  hides  used  in  leather  products 
such  as  shoes.  Prices  on  hides  went  up, 
but  were  still  comparatively  low  when 
the  Commerce  Department,  with  no  ob¬ 
jection  from  the  Agriculture  Department, 
ordered  exports  restricted.  The  result 
was  an  immedate  drop  in  hide  prices  to 
American  producers. 

The  irony  of  the  cattle  hide  story  is 
that  the  export  restrictions  were  justi¬ 
fied  by  the  administration  to  forestall 
a  rise  in  the  price  of  shoes  in  the  United 
States.  Shoe  prices  are  going  up  anyway, 
which  is  ample  proof  of  the  folly  fol¬ 
lowed  by  this  administration  in  attempt¬ 
ing  to  control  farm  prices  as  a  means 
of  controlling  the  prices  of  finished 
products. 


Mr.  Chairman,  it  occurs  to  me  that 
contained  in  the  bill  before  us  are  the 
very  moneys  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  will  subsequently  use  to  fur¬ 
ther  depress  farm  prices,  such  as  the 
funds  with  which  to  operate  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation.  It  kind  of 
makes  me  wonder  if  we  should  trust  the 
Department  with  a  single  penny  of  the 
$6.9  billion  figure  on  this  package  if 
they  are  going  to  continue  using  it  to 
depress  farm  income.  There  also  is  a 
question  of  how  wise  it  is  to  appropriate 
$3  V2  billion  with  which  to  pay  our  farm¬ 
ers  under  the  support  and  retirement 
programs  when  whatever  money  they 
get  will  be  offset  by  that  same  Agricul¬ 
ture  Department’s  efforts  to  depress  his 
markets. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  figures 
show  that  average  prices  received  by 
farmers  for  the  commodities  they  mar¬ 
ket  were  13  percent  lower  in  February 
1966,  than  they  were  in  the  same  month 
of  1951.  On  the  other  hand,  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  figures  show  that  in  1951 
it  took  $9.54  to  buy  at  retail  the  same 
food  items  and  amounts  which  today 
cost  $11.10,  an  increase  of  more  than  16 
percent.  With  farm  prices  down  13  per¬ 
cent  and  retail  food  prices  up  16  percent, 
clearly  the  villain  is  not  the  farmer.  I 
suggest  the  real  culprit  is  this  adminis¬ 
tration’s  inflationary  policies. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  obvious  efforts  to 
control  and  restrict  farm  prices  and 
income  is  completely  inconsistent  with 
the  purposes  and  objectives  of  the  farm 
programs.  Our  farm  programs,  with 
price  supports  and  diversion  payments, 
are  designed  to  create  and  maintain  ade¬ 
quate  market  prices  and  have  as  their 
objective  the  principle  of  parity  for  our 
farmers.  But  the  administration  nulli¬ 
fies  the  gains  made  by  the  farm  programs 
in  a  deliberate  effort  to  restrict  and  con¬ 
trol  prices.  The  bill  reported  by  the 
committee  seriously  questions  the  pro¬ 
priety  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
working  for  and  against  agriculture  at 
the  same  time,  raising  the  question  of 
whether  past  moneys  have  been  properly 
expended.  To  have  adopted  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  recommendations  would  have 
only  contributed  further  to  the  confu¬ 
sion  and  would  have  given  the  admin¬ 
istration  additional  powers  with  which 
to  control  our  agricultural  economy. 
Those  proposed  agricultural  budget  cuts 
actually  sustain  the  complete  disregard 
exhibited  by  this  administration  for  the 
well-being  of  U.S.  agriculture,  and  reflect 
a  complete  lack  of  understanding  of  the 
strength  of  our  Nation  and  the  real  rea¬ 
son  for  our  abundance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  administration  is 
tinkering  dangerously  with  our  greatest 
natural  resource.  And  I  seriously  ques¬ 
tion  the  objective  of  such  tinkering. 
What  good  does  it  do  to  have  farm  pro¬ 
grams  designed  to  strengthen  agriculture 
and  then  turn  right  around  and  nullify 
the  gains  by  departmental  action?  Why 
have  workable  programs  such  as  school 
milk  and  school  lunches,  and  then  turn 
right  around  and  recommend  their  ex¬ 
tinction  just  to  finance  untried  new  pro¬ 
grams  designed  to  help  but  a  few?  Why 
would  any  group  of  Americans  want  to 
scuttle  the  important  research  so  neces¬ 
sary  to  the  maintenance  of  a  pure  food 
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supply  just  to  finance  such  items  as  rent 
subsidies  or  the  teachers’  corps?  Just 
what  good  is  a  poverty  program  if  we  no 
longer  have  food? 

As  one  educator  wrote  me  recently: 

A  reduction  in  agricultural  research  funds 
at  this  time,  when  world  attention  is  being 
increasingly  directed  to  a  world  food  crisis, 
seems  particularly  incongruous  to  us. 

The  administration’s  entire  approach 
to  our  domestic  problems  seems  entirely 
incongruous  to  me. 

I  note  that  the  administration’s  budget 
recommendations  called  for  a  shifting  of 
funds  for  the  valuable  Extension  Service, 
which  has  operated  so  well  across  our 
land.  One  of  the  reasons  for  such  a 
shift  was  to  direct  funds  toward  poverty 
areas.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  suggest  that  the 
Extension  Service  has  proven  itself  not 
only  of  great  value  to  the  entire  Nation, 
but  is  one  of  the  few  successful  poverty 
agencies  in  existence  today.  A  recent 
national  study  indicated  that  in  the 
North  Central  States,  for  instance,  about 
34  percent  of  total  extension  time  was 
invested  in  work  with  families  whose 
annual  incomes  were  below  $3,000.  These 
Extension  Services,  administered  largely 
through  our  land-grant  colleges  and 
universities,  have  recognized  the  need 
for  expanded  work  in  resource  develop¬ 
ment  and  poverty  areas  and  have  devoted 
additional  attention  to  those  areas.  But 
under  the  budget  proposals,  they  would 
be  penalized  for  their  foresight.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  the  transferring  of  funds 
from  programs  that  are  currently  suc¬ 
cessful  to  other  areas  of  the  Nation  that 
Washington  considers  in  greater  need, 
could  well  result  in  the  creation  of  new 
poverty  pockets  in  the  areas  where  work¬ 
ing  programs  had  been  in  existence. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  issue  today  is  not 
over  any  individual  money  item  in  this 
bill.  I  suppose  that  each  individual  item 
recommended  for  reduction  in  the  budget 
would  not  in  itself  have  a  great  effect  on 
the  Nation.  But  put  together  and  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  package,  these  reductions 
would  have  a  tremendous  effect  on  this 
Nation.  To  acquiesce  to  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  requests,  coupled  with  the  other 
inconsistencies  we  have  noted  in  their 
relationship  to  U.S.  agriculture,  would 
give  our  tacit  approval  to  a  completely 
new  direction  or  policy  toward  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  producers  of  food  and  fiber. 
It  is  a  matter  of  principle,  the  principle 
of  maintaining  the  forces  that  have 
made  U.S.  agriculture  the  envy  of  the 
world,  or  of  sacrificing  these  gains  for 
the  fulfillment  of  other,  less  basic,  needs. 

By  approving  this  bill  today  we  can¬ 
not  reverse  all  of  the  momentum  that 
has  been  put  into  force  against  the  best 
interests  of  U.S.  agriculture,  the  con¬ 
sumer,  and  our  country’s  future  great¬ 
ness,  but  we  can  at  least  put  a  very  big 
stumbling  block  in  the  way  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  planners  who  would  move  our  agri¬ 
cultural  ability  from  the  firm  foundation 
of  experience  to  the  shifting  sands  of 
bureaucratic  contradictions. 

It  is  to  prevent  that  kind  of  maneuver¬ 
ing  that  your  committee  has  responded 
in  restoring  those  funds  and  in  relying 
more  heavily  on  the  programs  and  the 
distribution  of  funds  where  Congress 
will  have  something  to  say  about  it. 
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Incidentally,  that  also  means  that  the 
people  will  have  something  to  say  about 
it,  and  so  the  distribution  may  be  uni¬ 
form  throughout  the  Nation,  not  in 
prescribed  areas,  not  to  prescribed  indi¬ 
viduals,  as  someone  in  Washington  has 
determined,  but,  on  an  equitable  basis 
and  in  accordance  with  programs  that 
have  been  tried,  proven,  and  found  to  be 
acceptable  by  the  public. 

So  on  that  basis  I  very  heartily  recom¬ 
mend  the  bill  to  you. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Sisk!  . 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too,  wish 
to  commend  the  committee  and  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit¬ 
ten]  on  a  very  difficult  and  trying  job 
well  done. 

I  have  appeared  before  his  committee, 
along  with  many  others  of  my  colleagues, 
I  am  sure,  particularly  with  reference 
to  the  school  lunch  program,  the  milk 
program,  and  other  matters  that  were 
of  concern.  I  particularly  appreciate 
the  actions  taken  by  the  committee  in 
restoring  these  funds. 

I  do  want  to  take  this  time,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  to  discuss  briefly  some  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  report  with  reference  to  re¬ 
search.  Again,  I  wish  to  compliment  the 
committee  for  its  continued  interest  in 
research,  because  I  think  that  there  is 
no  part  of  this  bill  which  is  more  im¬ 
portant,  or  is  of  greater  importance  to 
the  American  people,  the  urbanites  as 
well  as  the  rural  people,  than  continued 
research  and  improvement  in  the  food 
and  fiber  programs,  making  it  possible 
for  the  farmer  to  do  a  more  efficient  job 
in  production. 

At  the  present  time  the  American 
farmer  is  confronted  with  ever-increas¬ 
ing  costs  of  production  all  across  the 
board.  One  of  the  very  serious  problems 
of  the  farmer  is  the  situation  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  labor  costs,  because  of  develop¬ 
ments,  particularly  in  recent  years,  of 
difficulty  involved  in  harvesting  many  of 
our  specialty  crops. 

We  have  some  very  serious  labor 
shortages.  This  has  brought  about  an 
intensive  effort  to  develop  labor-saving 
devices  to  make  it  possible  for  each  indi¬ 
vidual  farm  laborer  to  produce  more  per 
man.  So  I  am  particularly  appreciative 
of  the  consideration  which  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  given  in  this  area. 

If  I  may  have  the  attention  of  the 
chairman  just  briefly  for  one  question, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  call  attention  to  page 
16  of  the  committee  report,  the  second 
paragraph,  under  the  heading  “Con¬ 
tingency  Research  Fund,”  where  there  is 
a  comment  that — 

There  appears  to  be  an  urgent  need  for 
additional  research  attention  to  improved 
equipment  for  grain  grading,  soybean  pro¬ 
duction — 

And  a  variety  of  things — 
mechanization  of  production  of  dates  and 
other  commodities,  and  many  other  problems. 

In  view  of  this  great  need  to  develop 
labor-saving  devices  and  the  fact  that 
we  have  many  individuals,  as  well  as 
small  manufacturers,  who  have  been 


coming  up  with  various  types  of  mechan¬ 
ical  vehicles  for  harvesting  tree  fruits, 
tomatoes,  melons,  and  so  on,  is  it  my 
understanding  that  the  funds  that  have 
been  provided  can  be  used  for  those  pur¬ 
poses  without  the  necessity  of  earmark¬ 
ing  for  a  specific  area  or  specific  pur¬ 
pose  of  analysis  in  research? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  California,  we 
appreciate  his  remarks.  This  commit¬ 
tee  has  in  recent  years  cooperated  fully 
with  the  people  in  his  State  in  trying  to 
meet  this  increasing  need  for  mechaniza¬ 
tion.  Labor  just  simply  is  not  available, 
not  necessarily  because  people  are  not 
there,  but  because  it  is  impossible  to  get 
them  to  do  this  kind  of  work. 

We  have  been  very  much  pleased  with 
some  of  the  developments  in  this  area 
from  research  done  in  the  past.  To  meet 
the  growing  needs,  which  we  recognize, 
each  year  we  provide  a  contingency  re¬ 
search  fund  of  $1  million  for  use  in  these 
various  fields  where  it  is  needed,  with¬ 
out  it  having  to  be  earmarked. 

On  the  point  that  the  gentleman 
makes,  we  have  specifically  directed  the 
Department’s  attention  to  the  area  and 
have  urged  the  administrator  to  use  his 
general  fund  to  carry  out  the  work. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  very  much  for  that  state¬ 
ment,  because  we  are  developing  a  num¬ 
ber  of  these  mechanical  pieces  of  equip¬ 
ment  that  are  very  helpful.  We  need 
tests  and  analyses  and  evaluation  and 
cooperation  of  the  Department  to  really 
make  a  determination  and  reduce  the 
cost  of  equipment  to  the  individual 
farmer. 

We  have  a  request  pending  with  the 
USDA  for  research  people  to  be  made 
available  to  carry  out  tests  and  analyses 
of  newly  developed  labor  saving  equip¬ 
ment  in  the  Fresno  area  of  California. 
We  hope  to  secure  Department  engineers 
and  research  people  and  to  work  out  a 
cooperative  program  with  the  Fresno 
State  College  Agricultural  School  located 
in  the  heart  of  the  great  San  Joaquin 
Valley. 

I  am  very  appreciative  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  recognized  the  problem. 
Certainly  we  look  forward  to  progress. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Joelson]  . 

(Mr.  JOELSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  RACE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOELSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin. 

(Mr.  RACE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  RACE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should 
like  to  commend  the  committee  and  the 
chairman  for  a  job  well  done. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  rise  in 
support  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee’s  recommendation  that  $82  million 
be  restored  to  the  school  milk  program. 
I  believe  that  the  administration’s  pro¬ 
posal  that  the  school  milk  program  be 
reduced  from  $103  million  to  $21  million 
is  false  economy. 

I  have  been  greatly  disturbed  in  recent 
months  over  some  of  the  very  unwise  and 


foolhardy  proposals  and  programs  being 
pushed  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  The  proposed  slash  in  the  school 
milk  program  certainly  falls  into  that 
category. 

The  administration  has  been  telling  us 
in  recent  months  that  despite  our  grave 
obligations  in  southeast  Asia,  that  our 
Federal  budget  will  be  able  to  support 
both  “guns  and  butter.”  But,  while  we 
are  supplying  the  guns  for  our  fighting 
men  in  Vietnam,  it  would  appear  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  is  proposing 
to  eliminate  the  milk  for  our  schoolchil¬ 
dren  and  even  butter  for  our  fighting 
men. 

The  Congress  cannot  allow  a  scuttling 
of  the  school  milk  program  for  two  very 
important  reasons. 

The  first  is  the  most  obvious.  While 
some  belt  tightening  may  be  in  order  be¬ 
cause  of  our  commitments  in  Vietnam,  I 
do  not  believe  that  we  ought  to  do  such 
sacrificing  at  the  expense  of  the  nutrition 
of  our  schoolchildren. 

Secondly,  the  dairy  farmers  in  Wis¬ 
consin  and  throughout  the  Nation  can¬ 
not  afford  to  have  another  economic  blow 
dealt  to  them.  Just  recently,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  has  substituted 
oleomargarine  for  butter  in  the  diets  of 
our  fighting  men  and  women  and  vir¬ 
tually  eliminated  almost  3  million  cus¬ 
tomers  for  dairy  products. 

On  March  31  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  announced  that  almost  a  million 
additional  pounds  of  foreign  cheese 
would  be  dumped  on  the  domestic  market 
in  an  effort  to  drive  down  retail  prices. 

And  now  we  are  being  asked  to  take 
away  the  school  milk  lunch  program. 
This  cannot  be  done.  This  is  not  econ¬ 
omy — it  is  just  plain  poor  judgment. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  know  if  our  Republican  brothers  are 
going  to  come  up  with  the  usual  motion 
to  recommit  and  to  slash  the  appropria¬ 
tion  by  5  percent,  but  if  they  do  I  should 
like  to  remind  them  that  in  this  bill, 
many  things  are  added  to  the  budget, 
which  were  recommended  against  by  the 
administration  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  They  are  as  follows: 

A  reduction  of  $5.5  million  for  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service;  $7,803,000 
for  the  insect  and  disease  control  pro¬ 
gram;  $10  million  under  the  Smith-Lever 
Act;  $82  million  under  the  school  milk 
program;  $19  million  under  the  school 
lunch  program;  $145  million  for  rural 
electrification  loans;  and  $12  million  for 
telephone  loans. 

I  suppose  this  adds  up  to  a  sum  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $250  million,  though  I 
have  not  added  it  up. 

If  the  Republicans  now  come  forward 
to  ask  to  take  off  the  5  percent  they  have 
added  on,  they  will  be  back  where  they 
started,  where  they  have  often  been  in 
the  past. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOELSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  There  is  really  no  in¬ 
tention  over  here,  to  my  knowledge,  to 
impose  that  kind  of  limitation  on  this 
particular  bill,  since  the  subcommittee 
did  such  a  terrific  job  on  the  individual 
items. 
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Mr.  JOELSON.  I  am  happy  to  hear 
that,  because  in  the  past  I  have  noticed 
that  the  same  people  who  supported  In¬ 
creased  appropriations  then  came  in,  at 
the  tail  end,  with  a  request  to  strike  out  a 
flat  percentage  figure. 

I  am  very  happy  that  this  time  Re¬ 
publicans  and  Democrats  alike  are  in 
agreement,  especially  concerning  the  de¬ 
sirable  school  lunch  and  school  milk  pro¬ 
grams.  But  it  seems  to  me  strange  that 
those  who  cry  the  loudest  for  economy  do 
not  hesitate  to  add  $250  million  to  the 
recommendations  of  the  administration. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  my  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Colmer]. 

(Mr.  COLMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
gratified  that  the  item  of  $7,803,100  is 
included  in  this  bill  for  carrying  on  the 
fight  against  man’s  chief  enemy,  the  in¬ 
sect.  This  includes  the  necessary  funds 
for  the  eradication  of  the  vicious  fire 
ant.  The  deadly  pest,  imported  from 
South  America  several  years  ago,  has  re¬ 
sulted  in  the  loss  of  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  dollars  to  the  farmers,  as  well 
as  become  a  menace  to  wildlife,  stock, 
poultry,  and  even  human  beings  in  my 
section  of  the  country.  Moreover,  this 
pest  is  rapidly  spreading  to  other  sections 
of  our  common  country. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
finally  come  up  with  a  means  of  not  only 
fighting  but  eradicating  this  poisonous 
pest. 

The  money  provided  herein  can  be  used 
with  matching  funds  by  the  various 
counties  of  the  infested  areas  to  carry 
on  the  battle  against  the  fire  ant. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  this  is  by  no 
means  a  Mississippi  fight,  I  am  very 
proud  of  the  part  played  by  Mississip- 
pians  therein.  My  colleague,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Abernethy], 
the  able  Congressman  from  the  First 
District,  a  member  of  the  House  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee,  sponsored  the  legis¬ 
lation  authorizing  the  use  of  these  funds. 
Our  esteemed  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  the  Second  District  of  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whitten],  chairman  of  the.  House 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  han¬ 
dling  agricultural  appropriations,  has 
seen  to  it  that  the  necessary  funds, 
not  only  for  this  year  but  the  past 
several  years,  have  been  appropriated 
to  carry  out  the  purpose  of  that  leg¬ 
islation.  And  I  hope  that  I  may  be 
pardoned  for  referring  to  the  fact 
that  it  was  my  privilege,  as  a  member  of 
the  House  Rules  Committee,  to  sponsor 
the  clearing  of  the  legislation  through 
the  committee  to  the  floor  of  the  House 
and  handling  the  resolution  on  the  floor 
in  1957.  Furthermore,  all  of  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  delegation,  in  both  the  House  and 
the  Senate,  have  cooperated  fully  in  this 
matter. 

It  is  regretted  that  the  President  did 
not  include  this  item  in  his  budget  re¬ 
quest.  But  I,  along  with  the  people  of 
all  of  the  States  as  well  as  Mississippi 
which  are  plagued  with  this  deadly  pest, 
are  grateful  to  Congressman  Whitten 
and  the  other  members  of  the  Appropria¬ 


tions  Committee  for  including  this  nec¬ 
essary  item  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Morton], 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  ask  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  a  member  of  the  subcommittee, 
whether  the  appropriation  bill  includes 
funds  for  the  inspection  of  poultry  for 
the  protection  of  consumers? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  On  the  meat  and  poul¬ 
try  inspection  items,  as  I  recall,  there  was 
a  request  for  300  additional  meat  in¬ 
spectors — and  we  allowed  275 — and  a  re¬ 
quest  for  107  for  poultry — and  we  al¬ 
lowed  85. 

Mr.  MORTON.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  there  has  been  considerable  pres¬ 
sure  to  put  the  burden  of  the  inspection 
service  on  the  poultry  industry  itself,  and 
to  take  it  away  from  the  Government. 
As  I  understand  it,  the  funds  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  by  this  bill  will  provide  for 
sufficient  inspectors  so  that  the  burden 
of  inspection  will  still  be  on  the  part  of 
the  Government  and  not  on  the  part  of 
the  processor;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  The  gentleman  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct.  We  pointed  out  at  the 
time  of  the  authorizing  legislation  years 
ago  that,  once  authorized,  it  would  be  the 
burden  of  the  Government  year  after 
year,  to  meet  the  needs  for  inspectors 
both  for  poultry  and  for  meat. 

Mr.  MORTON.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  comments. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  if  the 
organization  of  the  inspection  service 
will  continue  under  this  appropriation 
bill,  as  it  has  been  in  the  past,  separat¬ 
ing  the  poultry  inspectors  from  the  red 
meat  inspectors? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  that  the 
people  from  the  Department  have  as¬ 
sured  me  that  any  consolidation  would 
be  limited  to  the  supervisory  level.  Cer¬ 
tainly  the  committee  has  no  desire,  and 
in  fact  I  am  opposed,  to  carrying  any 
consolidation  beyond  the  supervisory 
level.  May  I  point  out  that  under  the 
basic  law,  to  which  I  was  opposed  at  the 
time,  the  Secretary  has  considerable  au¬ 
thority  to  reorganize  at  his  pleasure. 
However,  we  made  our  feelings  known, 
and  the  Department  has  assured  us  that 
they  will  carry  them  out. 

Mr.  MORTON.  I  thank  the  chairman 
very  much  for  that  explanation. 

(Mr.  MORTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  gladly 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Harvey]  such  time  as  he  may  re¬ 
quire. 

(Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  legis¬ 
lation.  As  Indiana’s  only  Congressman 
serving  on  the  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee,  I  want  to  commend  my  col¬ 
leagues  on  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee  for  the  courageous  manner 
in  which  they  handled  and  restored  rec¬ 
ommended  Johnson  administration 
budget  cuts  in  many  of  the  programs. 
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It  did  not  just  happen  that  our  Na¬ 
tion  enjoys  the  distinction  of  being  the 
best  fed  nation  in  the  world;  nor  was  it 
congressional  indifference  to  agricul¬ 
tural  problems  that  brought  this  about. 

As  a  lifelong  farmer  myself,  I  can  say 
to  you  that  many  of  these  programs  are 
highly  important,  not  only  from  the  pro¬ 
ducer  standpoint  but  from  the  consumer 
standpoint  as  well.  One  particular  pro¬ 
gram  that  I  have  observed  with  a  great 
deal  of  admiration  over  the  years  is  the 
Cooperative  Research  Service,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  note  that  the  committee  in  its 
wisdom  saw  fit  to  provide  the  funds  to 
continue  this  program  at  persent  levels. 

If  others  are  as  concerned  with  prob¬ 
lems  of  flood  control  and  conservation 
as  I  am,  no  doubt  you  are  encouraged  by 
the  committee’s  action  on  the  small 
watershed  program.  Proposed  cuts  in 
this  program  would  have  done  irrepara¬ 
ble  damage  to  necessary  planning  that 
is  required  months,  and  often  years,  in 
advance  of  construction. 

At  a  time  when  we  find  our  President 
blaming  American  housewives  for  feed¬ 
ing  the  fires  of  inflation,  it  is  almost 
ironic  that  this  same  administration 
would  propose  to  pass  along  USDA  meat 
inspection  costs  to  consumers.  I  would 
like  to  remind  our  President  that  there  is 
no  better  planner  or  budgetmaker  than 
the  American  housewife,  and  had  the 
administration’s  recommendations  on 
meat  inspection  been  approved  our  wives 
would  have  been  in  for  more  unfair 
criticism. 

In  the  area  of  the  much-needed  school 
milk  and  lunch  programs  for  children, 
present  and  long-range  national  goals 
for  our  Nation’s  nutritional  health  can 
be  achieved  with  this  program  operating 
at  levels  it  has  in  the  past. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  now 
yield  15  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bowl. 

(Mr.  BOW  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  some  days 
ago  on  April  15  the  President  took  a  short 
trip  from  the  White  House  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  The  purpose 
of  his  little  trip  was  to  hand  out  awards 
to  37  Agriculture  Department  employees 
who  had  been  credited  with  saving  more 
than  $26  million  in  Federal  spending. 
That  is  good  and  I  am  glad  the  Presi¬ 
dent  gave  a  personal  boost  to  his  econ- 
omy-in-government  campaign  by  making 
these  awards.  I  am  delighted  that  Agri¬ 
culture  employees  were  able  to  find  places 
where  $26  million  of  savings  could  be 
effected.  That  $26  million,  however,  rep¬ 
resents  less  than  four-tenths  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  $6.9  billion  of  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  spending  we  are  called  upon 
today  to  approve  for  the  1967  fiscal  year. 

What  intrigued  me  most  about  this 
celebration  was  the  content  of  three 
brief  sentences  uttered  by  the  President 
during  the  awards  ceremony.  He  was 
quoted  at  that  time  as  saying: 

I  believe  that  waste  is  against  our  freedom. 

I  believe  waste  is  against  the  American 
people. 

So  I  have  said  that  controlling  waste  is  like 
bailing  a  boat — you  have  to  keep  at  it. 
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Now  I  am  certain  that  all  of  us  would 
agree  heartily  with  the  President  that 
waste  in  Federal  activities  is  against  the 
American  people.  To  knowingly  permit 
waste  in  any  Federal  activity  would  be 
to  commit  a  maleficence  that  would 
shock  and  outrage  taxpayers  all  over  the 
Nation.  For  Congress  to  knowingly  pro¬ 
vide  appropriations  now  for  nonessential 
spending  in  the  face  of  the  war  in  Viet¬ 
nam  and  the  price  inflation  we  are  ex¬ 
periencing  would  be  to  shirk  our  respon¬ 
sibilities  which,  in  turn,  should  outrage 
Americans  everywhere. 

Since  January  24,  when  the  President 
submitted  his  1967  budget  to  Congress, 
I  have  been  “bailing  a  boat” — the  boat 
of  our  general  economy.  I  have  kept  at 
it  too  even  though  the  success  of  my  ef¬ 
forts  might  indicate  that  I  should  “aban¬ 
don  the  ship”  and  let  the  big  spenders 
in  Congress  and  the  wheelers  and  deal¬ 
ers  downtown  propel  the  economy  pell 
mell  to  the  shoals  of  runaway  inflation, 
of  increased  taxes,  and  of  wage  and  price 
controls.  As  discouraging  as  the  situa¬ 
tion  may  seem  insofar  as  my  economy  ef¬ 
forts  are  concerned,  I  have  no  intention 
of  deserting  the  ship  of  prudent  fiscal  re¬ 
sponsibility. 

ECONOMY  EFFORTS  ON  APPROPRIATIONS  BILS 

As  a  means  of  refreshing  your  recol¬ 
lection,  let  me  briefly  review  those  econ¬ 
omy  efforts. 

During  House  debate  on  the  second 
supplemental  appropriation  bill,  I  of¬ 
fered  an  amendment  which  would  have 
deleted  $12  million  for  the  initial  funding 
of  the  rent  supplement  program.  The 
amendment  was  rejected  by  a  teller  vote 
of  153  yeas  to  183  nays.  My  point  of 
order  against  the  National  Teacher  Corps 
provisions  was  overruled,  but  I  was  pre¬ 
pared  to  offer  an- amendment  that  would 
have  deleted  the  $10  million  initial  fund¬ 
ing  of  that  program.  However,  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague  on  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Duncan]  offered  such  an 
amendment,  and  it  was  rejected  by  a 
teller  vote  of  128  yeas  to  156  nays. 
Thereafter,  I  offered  an  additional 
amendment  to  delete  $41  million  of  im¬ 
pact  school  aid  funds  from  the  bill  that 
had  been  added  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  even  though  the  funds  had 
not  been  requested  by  the  President. 
That  amendment  was  rejected  by  a  voice 
vote.  At  the  conclusion  of  debate  on 
the  bill,  I  offered  a  motion  to  recommit 
the  bill  to  the  Appropriations  Committee 
with  instructions  to  delete  the  rent  sup¬ 
plement  provisions  from  the  bill.  The 
motion  to  recommit  was  rejected  by  a 
record  vote  of  190  yeas  to  198  nays. 

When  we  had  the  Department  of  In¬ 
terior  and  related  agepcies  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  before  us,  I  offered  two  economy 
amendments  both  of  which  were  rejected 
by  voice  vote  while  we  were  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole.  One  amendment 
would  have  cut  the  $1,170  million  of  ap¬ 
propriations  recommended  by  $7,293,000, 
which  represented  the  total  of  increases 
in  the  bill  above  budgeted  requests.  The 
other  amendment  would  have  limited 
spending  in  fiscal  1967  to  95  percent  of 
what  the  President  proposed  in  his  Janu¬ 
ary  budget  to  spend  on  the  items  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  bill.  Subsequently,  this 


latter  amendment  was  included  in  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit  and  that  motion  was 
rejected  by  a  record  vote  of  156  yeas  to 
232  nays. 

More  recently,  with  respect  to  the 
Treasury-Post  Office  appropriations  bill 
I  offered  the  Bow  expenditure  limita¬ 
tion  amendment  which  was  first  rejected 
on  a  voice  vote  and  later  rejected  on  a 
motion  to  recommit  by  a  record  vote  of 
127  yeas  to  244  nays. 

As  desirable  as  these  programs  may 
seem  to  some  of  you,  we  certainly  could 
have  done  without  them  at  least  until  the 
war  in  Vietnam  has  been  concluded  and 
until  we  have  been  able  to  reverse  the 
inflationary  forces  that  are  already  in 
the  economic  stream.  Moreover,  we 
should  do  without  them  and  the  amend¬ 
ments  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Duncan]  and  myself  should 
have  been  adopted  overwhelmingly  by 
the  House. 

THE  RECORD  ON  AGRICULTURE 

For  almost  35  years  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  been  tinkering  with  farm 
production  and  the  prices  that  are  paid 
to  farmers.  The  efforts  of  persons  with 
very  fine  minds  and  the  efforts  of  a  mul¬ 
titude  of  bureaucrats  have  been  devoted 
to  solving  the  problems  of  farm  prices 
and  farm  production.  As  we  all  know, 
those  problems  have  not  been  solved  and 
the  prospects  for  their  early  solution 
appear  remote. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  ultimate  ob¬ 
jective  of  research  and  legislation  in  the 
agricultural  area  should  be  an  agricul¬ 
tural  industry  standing  on  its  own  feet 
in  a  free-market  economy.  But,  what 
results  have  we  gotten  from  our  research 
and  legislation? 

We  have  spent  literally  billions  of  tax 
dollars  in  this  area. 

We  have  allowed  farmers’  incomes  to 
lag  well  behind  the  incomes  of  other 
Americans. 

While  we  have  controlled  the  prices 
that  farmers  receive  for  the  fruits  of 
their  labors,  the  prices  they  pay  for  land, 
equipment,  pesticides,  fertilizers,  seeds, 
and  other  necessities  of  life  have  in¬ 
creased  just  as  have  the  prices  of  other 
products  manufactured  in  our  otherwise 
free  market  economy. 

We  have  controlled  the  production  of 
cotton,  which  has  resulted  in  greatly  in¬ 
creased  world  production  and  the  loss  of 
markets  for  our  own  cotton. 

We  have  given  away  and  sold  under 
Public  Law  480  literally  thousands  .of  tons 
of  food  and  fiber,  and  now  we  are  pro¬ 
posing  under  our  foreign  aid  program  to 
expand  our  efforts  to  improve  agricul¬ 
tural  production  all  over  the  world  which 
probably  will  result  in  further  losses  in 
worldwide  sales  of  our  agricultural 
products. 

The  administration  is  now  urging 
minimum  wage  legislation  that  will  in¬ 
crease  farmers’  payroll  costs. 

At  the  same  time,  they  are  in  the 
process  of  deliberately  reducing  farm 
prices  further  by  dumping  surplus  grain, 
by  cutting  military  purchases  of  pork, 
by  importing  cheese,  and  by  imposing 
export  controls  on  hides. 

While  all  of  these  things  have  been 
going  on,  we  have  been  encouraging  the 
farmer  to  lay  down  his  hoe  and  sickle, 


sign  up  for  the  cropland  adjustment  pro¬ 
gram,  and  then  go  fishing. 

It  is  amazing  that  farmers  generally 
have  been  able  to  persevere  in  the  face 
of  all  the  Federal  obstacles  to  success 
that  have  been  foisted  upon  them  for 
these  many  years. 

THE  AGRICULTURE  APPROPRIATION  BILL 

The  totals  in  the  table,  at  the  end  of 
the  report  on  this  bill,  indicate  a  budget 
request  of  $7  billion,  a  proposed  appro¬ 
priation  of  $6.9  billion,  and  a  resultant 
out  of  $114  million. 

That  would  indicate  a  stellar  per¬ 
formance  on  the  part  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  and  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  his  subcommittee.  As  most  every¬ 
one  knows,  they  were  faced  with  the 
enormous  task  of  restoring  a  number  of 
longstanding  and  much  favored  pro¬ 
grams  in  which  the  administration  had 
proposed  substantial  cuts  and  other 
alterations.  They  have  performed  yeo¬ 
man  service  in  that  regard  and  they  are 
to  be  commended. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  their  performance 
would  be  a  glittering  one  if  all  that  glit¬ 
tered  were  gold  in  the  $114  million  cut 
from  the  budget  estimate.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  such  is  not  the  case  and  I  want 
to  explain  why  it  is  not.  I  do  so  not  with 
any  desire  to  detract,  in  the  least,  from 
the  splendid  job  the  subcommittee  has 
performed,  but  just  so  we  will  all  know 
that  our  actions  here  today  will  further 
impair  the  anticipated  1967  budget  deficit 
of  $1.8  billion  and  may  very  well  add  to 
the  inflationary  pressures  that  are 
already  at  work  in  the  general  economy. 
These  inflationary  pressures  were  again 
emphasized  last  week  when  it  was  re¬ 
ported  that  the  consumer  price  index  ad¬ 
vanced  another  four-tenths  of  1  percent 
in  March,  which  followed  a  one-half  per¬ 
cent  increase  in  February. 

We  are  not  providing  appropriations  of 
just  $6.9  billion  as  the  table  indicates. 
In  addition  to  the  $6.9  billion,  we  are  pro¬ 
posing  to  use  transfers  of  permanent  ap¬ 
propriations,  from  section  32  funds,  of 
another  $282  million.  The  use  of  these 
funds  is  detailed  in  the  text  of  the  report 
and  in  the  footnotes  at  the  end  of  the 
table  but  they  are  not  included  in  the 
table  since  they  are  outside  the  scope  of 
this  bill.  The  budget  anticipated  using 
$229  million  of  these  funds,  as  has  been 
provided;  however,  the  committee  has 
recommended  using  an  additional  $53 
million  for  the  special  milk  program.  To 
the  extent  that  section  32  funds  are  not 
utilized,  beyond  an  authorized  annual 
carryover  of  $300  million,  they  are  ap¬ 
propriated  into  the  miscellaneous  re¬ 
ceipts  of  the  Treasury  and  help  to  reduce 
the  deficit. 

Additionally,  the  committee  has  pro¬ 
vided  contract  authority  of  $220  million 
for  the  1967  agricultural  conservation 
program,  which  is  $120  million  more  than 
the  administration  requested.  The  com¬ 
mittee  did  offset  this  increase  with  a  cut 
in  the  1967  cropland  adjustment  pro¬ 
gram.  Of  course,  the  $220  million  is  not 
an  appropriation  but  when  the  contract 
commitments  are  made  next  year  they 
will  constitute  binding  obligations  which 
we  will  be  called  upon  to  liquidate  with 
appropriations  in  the  1968  fiscal  year. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


8530 

The  REA  electric  loan  authorization 
has  been  increased  by  the  committee  to 
$365  million  from  the  budget  request  of 
$220  million  and  the  REA  telephone  pro¬ 
gram  to  $97  million  from  the  request  of 
$85  million.  These  are  loans  which  will 
be  repaid  to  the  Treasury.  But  to  the 
extent  that  cash  is  advanced  on  them  in 
1967  beyond  the  amount  which  was  an¬ 
ticipated  in  the  budget,  the  advances  and 
attendant  interest  costs  will  increase  the 
deficit.  As  we  all  know  the  cooperatives 
pay  2  percent  interest  on  their  loans 
while  the  Government  is  paying  approxi¬ 
mately  4  percent  on  its  borrowings. 

Now,  let  us  turn  to  some  of  the  reduc¬ 
tions  which  the  committee  has  made 
from  the  budget  estimates.  It  has  cut 
$75  million  from  the  cropland  adjust¬ 
ment  program,  $55,855,000  from  the 
reimbursement  for  net  realized  losses  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  and 
$20  million  from  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement.  As  much  as  I  hope 
that  these  cuts  will  result  in  real  savings, 
I  would  be  less  than  candid  if  I  did  not 
point  out  that  they  are  iffy  at  best  and 
may  very  well  not  be  sustained.  More¬ 
over,  to  the  extent  that  they  do  not  mate¬ 
rialize,  Congress  will  be  called  upon  at 
a  later  date  to  appropriate  additional 
funds  for  these  purposes.  These  cuts 
may  not  materialize  for  the  following 
reasons: 

It  has  been  reported  that  farmers  are 
not  signing  up  for  the  current  cropland 
adjustment  program  at  the  level  antici¬ 
pated  in  the  budget.  If  this  situation 
continues,  the  $75  million  cut  may  be 
realized.  If  a  substantial  increase  should 
occur,  however,  in  farmers’  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  program,  the  cut  could  not 
be  sustained. 

With  respect  to  the  $55  million  cut  in 
the  reimbursement  of  CCC’s  net  realized 
losses,  it  has  been  said  that  the  CCC  can 
live  within  the  cut,  provided  a  concerted 
effort  is  made  to  sell  in  world  markets, 
the  approximate  1  billion  bales  of  cotton 
now  held  as  CCC  inventory.  At  the  mo¬ 
ment,  we  have  no  way  of  knowing  how 
much  effort  will  be  made  or  what  suc¬ 
cess  the  Department  will  have  in  this 
regard.  I  am  also  told  that  if  the  wheat 
for  India  program  which  is  estimated  to 
cost  $450  to  $500  million  is  financed  by 
CCC,  this  cut  will  not  be  sustained  and 
Congress  will  be  obliged  to  make  further 
capital  restorations  to  the  CCC. 

The  $20  million  cut  in  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Wheat  Agreement  is  contingent, 
of  course,  upon  the  demand  generated 
by  the  program.  To  the  extent  that  the 
demand  goes  beyond  the  recommended 
appropriation  of  $40  million,  the  $20  mil¬ 
lion  cut  will  not  result  in  any  real  saving. 

THE  BOW  EXPENDITURE  LIMITATION 

If  the  Bow  expenditure  limitation 
amendment  were  adopted  today  with  re¬ 
spect  to  this  bill,  it  would  limit  spending 
in  fiscal  1967  to  95  percent  of  what  the 
President  proposed  in  his  January  budg¬ 
et  to  spend  on  the  items  provided  for  in 
this  bill.  That  would  have  the  effect 
of  eliminating  spending  in  1967  of  the 
funds  which  the  committee  has  provided 
to  restore  such  long-favored  programs  as 
research  by  the  Department,  itself,  by 
the  land-grant  colleges  and  by  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations;  certain 


soil  conservation  practices,  and  the  re¬ 
stored  levels  of  the  special  milk  and 
school  lunch  programs. 

Since  these  long-standing  programs 
which  are  favored  by  the  public  and  the 
Congress  and  which  do  much  to  assist 
the  farmers,  the  schoolchildren  and  cer¬ 
tain  of  the  Nation’s  unfortunate  poor,  I 
will  not  offer  the  limitation  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  this  bill.  I  do  want  to  serve 
notice  now  that  the  amendment  will  be 
offered  on  other  appropriations  bills  that 
are  still  to  be  considered.  I  also  urge 
each  of  you  to  give  thoughtful  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  imperative  necessity  for  your 
supporting  the  amendment  or  other 
budget-cutting  proposals  when  they  are 
offered.  If  we  do  not  impose  some  ex¬ 
penditure  limitations  and  effect  some 
substantial  appropriations  cuts,  we  cer¬ 
tainly  can  expect  further  inflation,  in¬ 
creased  taxes,  and  possibly  wage  and 
price  controls.  If  these  things  come  to 
pass,  we  shall  have  failed  to  discharge 
our  constitutional  obligations  and  keep 
faith  with  the  folks  at  home  and  with 
our  fighting  men  in  Vietnam. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  I  wish  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  subcommittee,  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  ,  and  his 
associates  on  his  side,  and  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel],  who  has 
done  an  outstanding  job.  I  think  this 
is  a  good  bill,  with  some  exceptions.  I 
will  offer  an  amendment. 

There  may  be  several  amendments  of¬ 
fered  to  bring  this  bill  back  to  the  budget 
figures  so  we  can  make  some  savings. 
But  I  do  wish  again  to  say  that  I  think 
this  subcommittee  has  done  an  outstand¬ 
ing  job,  and  I  certainly  appreciate  the 
efforts  they  have  made. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Cohelan]. 

(Mr.  COHELAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
greatly  concerned  over  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  proposal  to  substantially  reduce 
the  school  milk  and  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams.  At  a  time  when  we  are  making 
urgent  efforts  to  increase  the  quality  of 
our  educational  offerings,  this  is  a  false 
economy  indeed. 

Let  me  make  it  perfectly  clear  that  I 
am  in  complete  sympathy  with  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  desire  to  make  the  school 
milk  and  lunch  programs  more  exten¬ 
sively  available  to  needy  students  from 
poor  families.  There  is  no  question  that 
we  can  and  should  place  greater  em¬ 
phasis  on  this  effort.  But  there  are 
many  legitimate  questions  and,  in  fact, 
every  reason  why  we  should  not  with¬ 
draw  the  benefits  of  these  proven  and 
worthwhile  programs  from  other  stu¬ 
dents  to  whom  they  are  also  important. 

The  school  lunch  program  provides  the 
only  warm  and  nutritious  meal  which 
some  students  receive  all  day  long.  Yet, 
the  proposed  cut  would  reduce  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reimbursement  to  States  and  local 
school  districts  by  one-fifth.  In  Cali¬ 
fornia  this  would  mean  a  loss  of  $1.4 
million  in  this  next  year  alone.  With 
ever-rising  school  enrollments,  and  with 
a  Department  of  Agriculture  projection 
that  more  than  a  million  additional  stu- 
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dents  today  need  this  program,  such  a 
cut  simply  does  not  make  sense. 

It  is  interesting  to  note,  furthermore, 
that  the  Consumer  Marketing  Service, 
which  is  responsible  for  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  this  program,  does  not  think  so 
either.  It  recommended  not  a  cutback 
of  $19  million,  but  an  increase  of  $15  mil¬ 
lion  for  this  next  year. 

The  situation  in  regard  to  the  school 
mdk  program  is  even  more  absurd.  Here 
the  reduction  proposed  by  the  adminis¬ 
tration  is  fully  four-fifths  of  the  present 
funding  level.  What  does  this  mean  for 
a  State  such  as  California? 

For  each  of  the  last  3  years,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  school  milk  figure  for  California  has 
been  approximately  $9  million.  Under 
this  new  formula,  California  would  re¬ 
ceive  less  than  $2  million. 

Just  how  is  such  a  program  going  to 
benefit  the  poor  it  is  designed  to  reach? 
Obviously  it  cannot.  It  is  unworkable 
and  unthinkable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  fully  support  the 
action  of  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
of  which  I  am  a  member,  in  eliminating 
these  proposed  reductions  and  restoring 
the  school  lunch  and  milk  programs  to 
their  present  funding  levels.  I  believe, 
indeed,  that  an  increase  in  these  pro¬ 
grams  to  meet  the  requirements  of  grow¬ 
ing  school  populations  and  to  provide 
more  adequate  benefits  for  the  needy 
children  of  poor  families  is  called  for, 
and  I  hope  the  committee  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  will  favorably  consider  such  a  pro¬ 
posal. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Burke]  as  much  time  as  he 
may  desire. 

(Mr.  BURKE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BURKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
commend  my  colleague,  the  Honorable 
Jamie  L.  Whitten,  chairman  of  the 
House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  for 
Agriculture  and  the  members  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  for  their  far¬ 
sighted  approach  to  the  funding  for  the 
school  lunch  and  milk  programs. 

H.R.  14595  which  was  reported  by  the 
committee  on  April  22,  1966,  will  provide 
a  direct  appropriation  of  $50  million  and 
will  direct  the  transfer  of  $53  million  to 
the  special  milk  program.  The  commit¬ 
tee  has  restored  funds  for  the  school 
lunch  program  to  the  current  year’s  level 
of  $157  million  and  has  provided  for  the 
transfer  of  $45  million  to  the  program. 

It  has  been  shown  time  and  time 
again  that  one  factor  of  mental  develop¬ 
ment  and  achievement  is  an  adequate 
diet.  In  the  face  of  today’s  need  for  the 
physically  and  mentally  well  developed 
person,  the  nourishment  of  our  children 
cannot  be  overlooked.  For  many  of  our 
children  today,  the  hot  lunch  and  milk 
provided  in  the  schools  is  the  only  well 
balanced  meal  of  the  day.  For  others 
it  helps  to  complete  the  meal  planning 
of  the  family.  To  deny  proper  nourish¬ 
ment  to  any  child  in  school  or  to  in¬ 
crease  the  cost  of  this  nourishment  to  a 
degree  beyond  the  limits  of  the  family 
budget  is  unthinkable. 

The  forward-looking  attitude  of  the 
House  Appropriations  Committee  in  pro- 
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viding  the  necessary  funds  for  these  pro¬ 
grams  has  assured  further  steps  toward 
proper  nutrition  for  our  schoolchildren. 

The  entire  purpose  of  the  special  milk 
program  has  been  to  increase  the  con¬ 
sumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children. 
Nonprofit  schools  of  grade  12  and  under, 
all  nonprofit  summer  camps  and  child¬ 
care  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and 
training  of  our  young  are  eligible  to  par¬ 
ticipate. 

The  school  lunch  program  has  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  welfare  of  our  children 
since  its  conception.  This  program  has 
not  only  provided  immediate  nourish¬ 
ment  but  has  helped  establish  proper 
eating  habits  among  countless  children. 

I  praise  and  strongly  support  the  wise 
action  taken  by  the  House  Committee 
on  Appropriations  to  restore  the  neces¬ 
sary  funds  to  the  budget  to  continue 
these  programs  which  supply  our  chil¬ 
dren  with  one  of  the  fundamental  needs 
of  their  lives  and  urge  that  swift  and 
favorable  action  be  taken  by  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  as  much  time  as  he  may  desire  to 
the  majority  leader,  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert]. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  gentleman  for  yielding. 
I  take  this  time  because  I  desire  to  com¬ 
pliment  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
and  his  committee  for  the  concern  that 
they  have  expressed  over  bringing  about 
comparability  of  pay  for  county  ASC  em¬ 
ployees.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  these 
employees  are  entitled  to  the  same  con¬ 
sideration  as  other  employees  in  the  De¬ 
partment  working  in  county  offices,  such 
as  Farmers  Home  Administration,  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  and  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Extension  Sendee. 

May  I  ask  the  distinguished  gentleman, 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  whether 
he  would  be  willing  to  recommend  to  the 
Department  the  establishment  of  an  ob¬ 
jective  committee  for  the  purpose  of  rec¬ 
ommending  pay  rates  which  would  bring 
about  comparability  of  pay  for  these 
employees? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
say  to  my  colleague,  the  majority  leader, 
that  the  committee,  on  pages  37  and  38, 
of  the  report,  mentions  these  matters. 
We  are  in  accord  that  these  are  Federal 
workers,  and  as  such  should  be  paid  at  a 
rate  commensurate  with  others. 

Our  hearings  showed  what  appeared  to 
us  to  be  favoritism  in  certain  States  as 
compared  with  others.  In  connection 
with  trying  to  obtain  comparability  of 
average  pay,  I  believe  a  review  is  needed 
to  straighten  out  the  pay  structure  from 
the  top  level  down.  Our  committee  calls 
for  it. 

These  matters  should  be  studied  so 
that  these  full-time  Federal  workers  may 
have  fringe  benefits  and  pay  equal  to 
others  who  are  employed  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  does  the 
gentleman  not  think  it  is  about  time  the 
status  of  these  employees  be  clearly  de¬ 
fined  since  they  receive  all  the  benefits  of 


Federal  employees,  including  pay,  fringe 
benefits,  and  otherwise? 

If  you  leave  them  subject  to  employ¬ 
ment  other  than  civil  service,  it  is  going 
to  cause  trouble  in  the  end,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
agree  with  my  colleague  from  Iowa.  We 
have  been  cooperating  with  other  Mem¬ 
bers,  including  my  friend  from  Iowa,  to 
see  that  these  benefits  are  made  avail¬ 
able. 

I  think  it  high  time  that  they  be  given 
some  protection  from  political  pressures. 
As  the  gentleman  knows,  throughout  the 
years — and  it  has  not  made  any  differ¬ 
ence  who  has  been  in  the  White  House, 
or  what  administration — there  have  been 
accusations  that  some  employees  have 
been  taking  part  in  political  activities. 
At  the  same  time,  there  has  been  some 
evidence  that  from  Washington  on  down 
there  have  been  some  pressures  because 
the  employees  did  not  have  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  civil  service. 

I  am  in  accord  with  the  viewpoint  of 
the  gentleman  that  we  should  go  the 
whole  way  if  they  are  full-time  Federal 
employees,  and  give  them  the  benefits 
and  status  that  were  intended  for  them 
by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  right.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Tire  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  consumed  4  minutes. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Conte]. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  take  this  time  to  commend  my  good 
friend,  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Whitten],  and  the  ranking  minority 
member,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Michel],  for  the  commendable  job 
they  have  done  in  bringing  up  this  bill, 
and  restoring  funds  for  the  school  lunch 
program  and  the  milk  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  ever  since  it  first  be¬ 
came  clear  to  me  just  exactly  what  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  was  proposing  in  this 
year’s  agriculture  appropriation  bill — 
when  I  was  first  able  to  penetrate  the 
fiscal  double  talk  which  shrouded  the 
real  impact  of  his  proposals — I  have  op¬ 
posed  the  cuts  suggested  in  the  school 
lunch  and  school  milk  programs,  in  the 
agriculture  extension  service  support 
fund,  and  in  the  other  areas  where  vir¬ 
tually  fatal  cuts  have  been  proposed. 

It  was  immediately  clear  to  me,  as  it 
was  to  a  great  many  of  us  in  this  body,  to 
the  press,  and  to  the  taxpayers  of  this 
country,  that  the  bulk  of  the  cuts  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  President  were  not  offered 
with  any  reasonable  expectation  of  ac¬ 
ceptance.  They  were  phony  cuts — of¬ 
fered  out  of  a  desire  only  to  be  able  to 
tell  the  voters  that  the  Great  Society  has 
made  an  effort  to  trim  the  budget,  no 
matter  how  irresponsible  or  how  face¬ 
tious  that  effort  might  be. 

Cuts  were  proposed  in  programs  that 
have  served  both  the  farmer  and  the  con¬ 
sumer  effectively  for  generations.  I 
have  been  privileged  to  serve  8  years  in 
this  body  and  over  that  span  I  cannot 
recall  a  single  word  being  raised  in  pro¬ 
test  or  criticism  of  either  the  school  milk 


program  or  the  school  lunch  program. 
Nor  have  I  heard  anything  but  praise 
expressed  on  behalf  of  the  invaluable 
services  rendered  by  our  land  grant  col¬ 
leges  throughout  the  country  through 
the  agriculture  extension  services  they 
have  provided  for  the  last  100  years. 

I  was  pleased,  in  fact,  to  testify  before 
the  Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  this  very  point  during  their  de¬ 
liberations  on  this  bill.  I  cited  the  record 
of  service  and  achievement  compiled  by 
the  University  of  Massachusetts,  in  my 
congressional  district  at  Amherst.  I 
stressed  the  contributions  made  to  farm¬ 
ing  and  agriculture  throughout  Massa¬ 
chusetts  as  a  result  of  the  university’s 
fine  extension  service  program.  And  I 
pointed  out  how  a  transfer  of  these  sup¬ 
port  funds  to  a  specific  project  type  of 
program  would  very  likely  kill  off  the 
service  in  my  State. 

I  will  not  repeat  my  testimony  on  that 
point.  It  is  a  part  of  the  record  of  the 
hearings  on  this  bill. 

My  own  conviction  on  these  points  has 
been  more  than  bolstered  by  the  response 
of  my  constituents.  I  have  received  as 
much,  if  not  more,  mail  on  this  issue  in 
the  last  few  weeks  than  on  any  other 
issue,  except  perhaps  Vietnam.  I  have 
answered  between  400  and  500  letters  in 
the  last  3  weks  alone.  And  today  I  will 
answer  several  hundred  more  to  report 
on  the  action  of  this  body  on  this  bill. 

Out  of  all  this  mail,  I  have  not  seen  a 
single  letter  in  support  of  the  cuts  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  President  in  the  school 
lunch  or  milk  programs.  I  do  recall  one 
letter  which  did  express  willingness  to 
accept  the  cuts,  but  only  if  the  funds 
would  be  diverted  to  more  urgent,  higher 
priority  programs.  If  the  President 
wants  a  concensus  on  this  issue,  I  can 
supply  him  with  a  pretty  convincing  one. 

In  my  judgment,  these  cuts  were  never 
seriously  meant  to  be  accepted.  They 
would  have  crippled  several  key  domestic 
programs  and  created  some  very  serious 
political  headaches  for  the  President’s 
supporters  in  the  coming  elections. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  these  cuts  have 
been  suggested  only  in  an  effort  to  dem¬ 
onstrate  some  attempt  as  fiscal  integrity 
by  the  administration.  The  voters  are 
now  supposed  to  assume  that,  by  reject¬ 
ing  these  cuts,  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee  must  bear  responsibility  for 
the  huge  budget  deficit  which  looms 
ahead  of  us.  The  committee  has  ac¬ 
complished  at  least  part  of  what  they 
were  supposed  to  do;  they  have  gotten 
the  President  off  the  hook. 

But  what  the  taxpayers  will  also 
learn — what  emerges  as  a  most  signifi¬ 
cant  point,  is  the  fact  that  in  spite  of 
the  restorations  in  every  single  one  of 
these  programs,  we  have  still  been  able, 
to  reduce  the  appropriation  sought  in 
this  bill  by  more  than  $113  million. 

(Mr.  CONTE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Moore]  . 

(Mr.  MOORE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 
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Mr.  MOORE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  subcommittee,  its  chairman, 
and  the  ranking  minority  member  for 
the  commendable  job  which  has  been 
done  on  this  appropriation  bill. 

I  should  like  to  address  a  remark  to  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee.  As  he 
will  recall,  I  discussed  with  him  at  some 
length  the  proposed  curtailment  in  the 
watershed  planning  and  construction 
phase  of  this  bill.  Also  I  submitted  our 
views  on  this  matter  to  the  subcommittee 
during  their  deliberations. 

I  was  particularly  concerned  by  the 
suggestion  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
that  there  be  a  reduction  in  the  number 
of  watershed  projects  proposed,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  compared  to  those  permitted  in  the 
last  fiscal  year.  Had  this  recommenda¬ 
tion  been  followed  the  Wheeling  Creek 
Watershed  project  in  my  congressional 
district  would  have  been  placed  in  jeop¬ 
ardy. 

I  wonder  if  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  could  advise  me  of  the  action 
taken  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  my  colleague  from 
West  Virginia  will  yield,  I  do  recall  his 
Interest  not  only  this  year  but  also  in 
other  years.  I  know  he  did  talk  to  me 
and  to  other  members  of  the  committee 
and  he  did  urge  that  the  restoration  be 
made. 

I  say  for  the  Record  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  the  full  100  starts. 
That  would  mean  they  could  go  ahead 
at  the  same  level  as  this  year. 

To  have  gone  along  with  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  on  that  would  have  been  a 
backward  step  in  meeting  the  needs  of 
a  program  which  means  so  much  not 
only  to  the  country  today  but  also  for 
the  welfare  of  our  children  in  the  years 
ahead. 

Mr.  MOORE.  I  thank  the  chairman. 

May  I  also  make  inquiry  concerning 
the  action  of  the  subcommittee  in  the 
area  of  watershed  construction  starts. 
In  this  case  it  was  suggested  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  there  also  be 
a  cutback.  Do  I  correctly  understand 
that  the  subcommittee  has  taken  like 
action  in  this  regard? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  We  have.  The  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  recommended  35 
new  starts.  We  have  put  it  back  to  80 
new  starts.  This  should  enable  that 
program  to  proceed  at  the  going  rate. 

Mr.  MOORE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Findley]. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
appropriation  bill  contains  a  number  of 
items  which  are  attractive  and  very 
popular,  but  we  should  not  lose  sight  of 
the  fact  that  it  also  contains  a  number 
of  items  which,  if  they  knew  the  full 
story,  the  taxpayers  would  find  difficulty 
digesting. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Michel]  ,  enumerated  some  of  the  typical 
direct  payments  to  individual  farmers 
authorized  in  previous  legislation  to  be 
funded  by  this  bill.  The  gentleman 
mentioned  wheat,  feed  grains  and  cotton. 
Some  of  the  direct  payments  to  individual 
farmers  will  be  as  high  as  $250,000  a  year. 

The  gentleman  did  not  mention  an¬ 
other  example  of  direct  payments.  The 


appropriation  bill  would  authorize  $80 
million  for  the  sugar  program.  Last 
year  we  dealt  with  legislation  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  sugar  program  for  a  5-year 
period.  One  would  have  thought,  when 
hearing  the  arguments  presented  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  sugar  bill  last  year,  that  the 
program  was  to  be  operated  without  any 
cost  to  the  taxpayers.  Yet  now,  less 
than  a  year  later,  we  have  before  us  an 
appropriation  bill  which  includes  $80 
million  for  the  sugar  program. 

The  reason  for  this  is  rather  evident. 
The  sugar  program  has  a  little-known 
feature  involving  a  direct  payment,  but 
it  is  not  little  in  terms  of  dollars  to  some 
individual  producers.  The  last  listing  I 
saw  showing  the  largest  payments  under 
the  sugar  program  had  two  annual  pay¬ 
ments  to  individual  producers  each  ex¬ 
ceeding  $1  million.  The  top  25  pay¬ 
ments,  I  believe,  scaled  down  to  the 
bottom  figure  of  about  $200,000.  Several 
payments  were  close  to  the  $1  million 
a  year  level. 

These  things  should  be  kept  in  mind 
as  we  try  to  balance  off  the  pros  and  cons 
of  this  appropriation  bill. 

I  noticed  in  the  bill  a  provision  for  the 
Federal  crop  insurance  program.  This 
raised  a  question  in  my  mind.  The  fig¬ 
ure  to  be  appropriated  is  $8  million.  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  subcommittee  a 
question  about  it. 

I  wonder  whether  this  $8  million  is  en¬ 
tirely  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  re¬ 
volving  fund  for  the  enlargement  of  the 
program,  or  whether  some  of  that  money 
will  be  used  to  help  to  meet  the  current 
operating  and  administrative  costs  of 
the  Federal  crop  insurance  program. 

In  asking  that  question,  I  am  reminded 
that  some  of  my  constituents  and  others 
in  the  State  of  Illinois  have  complained 
about  the  operation  of  the  Federal  crop 
insurance  program. 

They  contended  it  is  heavily  subsidized 
and  that  the  premium  rates  are  not  high 
enough  to  cover  all  expenses.  So  I  would 
appreciate  a  clarification  on  this  point 
from  anyone  who  chooses  to  respond. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
say  to  the  gentleman  that  I  was  here 
when  the  crop  insurance  program  was 
first  started.  It  proved  to  be  a  failure 
in  that  they  had  too  little  experience  at 
that  time  to  set  the  program  up  on  a 
sound  basis.  Subsequent  to  that  at¬ 
tempt,  we  started  the  crop  insurance 
program  on  an  experimental  basis  with 
very  few  counties  in  it.  There  were  150 
counties,  I  believe,  at  the  outset.  At  the 
time  it  required  a  broad  base  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  trying  to  work  it  out  and  make  it 
feasible.  About  3  or  4  years  ago  by  grad¬ 
ually  increasing  the  experimental  pro¬ 
gram,  the  program  expanded  to  about  900 
counties.  We  reached  a  point  where  we 
either  had  to  offer  it  to  those  counties 
throughout  the  United  States  which 
wanted  the  program  or  stop  it  on  an  ex¬ 
perimental  basis.  So  this  additional 
money  will  be  spent  in  carrying  the  same 
program  to  about  40  new  counties  next 
year. 

Now,  I  have  had  some  complaints  from 
my  own  area  from  friends  in  the  insur¬ 
ance  business.  In  each  case  I  have  writ¬ 
ten  back  to  them  and  said,  “If  your  com¬ 
pany  or  any  company  you  know  of  will 
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take  over  this  program,  I  will  introduce 
a  bill  and  make  a  speech  to  help  you  get 
it.”  I  have  yet  to  find  any  old-line  in¬ 
surance  company  that  will  take  over  this 
crop  insurance  coverage.  It  is  true  the 
Federal  Government  has  been  out  some 
appropriated  money  in  an  effort  to  keep 
this  program  going. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Can  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  tell  me  how  close  they 
came  ^ 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  think  maybe— and 
I  will  stand  corrected  on  it  if  I  am 
wrong — two-thirds  is  appropriated  out 
of  the  Treasury  and  one-third  is  charged 
against  premiums.  I  am  talking  about 
administrative  costs. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Does  the  $8  million  in 
the  bill  represent  the  subsidy  cost  of  the 
crop  insurance  program  as  anticipated 
for  the  next  year? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  This  year  the  Budget 
recommended  an  increase  of  $354,000,  all 
from  appropriations.  -  Instead  of  that  we 
provide  an  increase  of  $300,000,  one-half 
from  appropriated  funds  and  the  rest 
from  premium  income. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  the  gentleman  1  additional  minute. 

Now,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield  fur¬ 
ther,  let  me  say  that  I  do  think,  however, 
that  if  you  match  the  total  cost  here 
with  the  amount  of  money  hat  we  have 
voted  out  of  the  Treasury  when  we  have 
had  crop  failures  and  disasters  in  cer¬ 
tain  areas  of  the  country,  you  will  see  it 
has  been  small  indeed. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  assume  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  not  opposed  to  having  the  pre¬ 
mium  rate  set  at  a  level  which  will  cover 
all  operating  and  administrative  ex¬ 
penses. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Provided  that  the  in¬ 
creased  premium  would  not  thereby  pre¬ 
vent  the  farmers  from  participating.  I 
do  not  know  whether  it  is  sound  or  not 
sound,  but  in  the  last  8  or  10  years  any 
time  you  have  a  disastrous  crop  failure, 
or  other  disaster,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  moves  in  with  a  broad  Government 
contribution.  All  we  can  do  in  view  of 
that  is  to  maintain  this  program.  I 
would  not  want  to  reflect  the  total  ad¬ 
ministrative  cost  in  the  premiums  if 
thereby  we  decreased  the  base  to  the 
point  where  the  program  is  unsound. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  make  one  fur¬ 
ther  observation  here  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley]  to  the  effect 
that  the  budget  requested  authority  to 
borrow  $10  million  from  CCC  to  cover 
any  eventually  that  might  come  by  vir¬ 
tue  of  an  excessive  amount  of  claims  in 
the  coming  year.  That  amount  last  year 
was  carried  in  this  bill  as  $250,000,  and 
raised  that  figure  to  $500,000,  in  this  bill. 
It  is  $9.5  million  less  than  the  budget  re¬ 
quested. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Will  the  interest  rate 
cover  the  cost  of  money  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  event  that  this  course  of  ac¬ 
tion  is  followed? 
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Mr.  MICHEL.  Well,  we  would  cer¬ 
tainly  hope  so. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Montana  [Mr.  Battin]. 

(Mr.  BATTIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BATTIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  only 
take  this  time  to  add  my  word  to  that  of 
others  in  paying  high  respect  to  the  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  for  taking  the  recommended  budget 
and  approaching  it  realistically,  restor¬ 
ing  funds  that  have  been  recommended 
for  deletion  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  the  administration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the  approach 
that  has  been  taken — and  certainly  I 
have  been  honored  in  the  past  to  appear 
before  the  committee  chaired  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten], 
and  my  close  friend  and  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel], 
and  have  been  treated  with  respect — 
through  the  years,  the  bill  that  has  been 
brought  before  the  House  by  this  sub¬ 
committee  and  presented  on  the  floor  has 
been  accepted  by  a  vast  majority  of  the 
Members  of  the  House  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  take  this  time  to 
add  my  compliments  and  my  words  of 
encouragement  and  praise  that  this  has 
happened  again,  and  I  hope  that  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  will  stand  up  and  be 
counted  this  time  as  it  has  been  so 
counted  in  the  past. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Stal- 
baum], 

(Mr.  STALBAUM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  recommended 
agricultural  appropriation  but  wish  to 
direct  my  remarks  specifically  to  that 
portion  of  the  bill  relating  to  the  school 
milk  and  the  school  lunch  program  where 
the  cuts  which  had  previously  been  rec¬ 
ommended  to  be  made  have  been  re¬ 
stored. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  both  items  but  particularly 
desire  to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  and  the 
other  members  of  the  subcommittee  with 
reference  to  the  school  milk  program 
where  a  brandnew  concept  was  con¬ 
templated  in  the  proposal  that  was  made 
to  the  committee.  Not  only  was  there 
a  proposed  cut  of  some  $82  million,  but 
the  proposal  that  was  brought  before 
the  committee  represented  a  far  depar¬ 
ture  from  that  which  had  been  in  effect. 
Only  children  of  families  of  limited 
means,  through  a  means  test,  would  be 
able  to  obtain  milk  under  the  program. 
All  others  would  have  to  pay  the  full 
amount  of  the  cost  of  the  milk  involved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  joined  in  appear¬ 
ing  before  the  subcommittee,  I  under¬ 
stand,  by  some  75  of  my  colleagues  in  the 


House  of  Representatives,  recommending 
that  these  cuts  be  restored,  and  they  were 
restored. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  has  seen 
fit  to  move  away  from  the  means  test  and 
to  make  this  product  available  to  all  chil¬ 
dren  in  the  schools,  because  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  program  in  the  past  has 
proven  that  it  is  well  to  continue  the 
program  in  this  manner. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
say  that  I  support  the  bill  and  certainly 
want  to  commend  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whitten],  and  the  other 
members  of  the  committee  for  making 
this  decision  with  reference  to  the  school 
milk  and  school  lunch  program. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
my  colleague  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Feighan]  . 

(Mr.  FEIGHAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FEIGHAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
maintain  the  school  milk  and  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  is  to  make  an  investment  in  this 
Nation’s  most  valuable  asset — our  chil¬ 
dren. 

The  improved  health  that  results  from 
better  nutrition  will  be  a  rich  and  re¬ 
warding  dividend. 

Many  teachers  have  told  me  that  for 
thousands  of  children  from  low -income 
families,  this  program  provided  the 
nourishment  which  made  it  possible  for 
them  to  concentrate  on  their  studies  and 
obtain  the  education  they  need  to  build 
wholesome  and  successful  lives. 

I  was  one  of  the  first  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  to  protest  when  it  was  proposed 
that  the  school  lunch  and  milk  programs 
be  curtailed. 

I  am  convinced  that  such  curtailment 
wolud  be  false  economy.  The  American 
people,  who  are  spending  billions  of  dol-  . 
lars  in  the  conquest  of  space,  do  not 
wish  to  save  a  few  pennies  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  our  children’s  health. 

Medicare,  of  which  I  was  cosponsor, 
was  a  landmark  in  the  recognition  of  our 
national  responsibility  to  senior  citizens. 
The  school  milk  and  lunch  programs  in¬ 
stitution  was  a  similar  landmark  in  the 
recognition  of  our  responsibilities  to 
youth. 

Both  programs  should  go  forward — not 
backward. 

We  must  not  retreat  in  our  efforts  to 
make  a  better  life  for  all  our  people, 
young  and  old. 

I  commend  the  table  and  distinguished 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  and  members  of  the 
committee  for  their  timely  action  in  the 
restoration  of  these  funds. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Don  H. 
Clausen]. 

(Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  legislation, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 


priation  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1967.  My 
principal  reason  for  rising  to  speak  today 
is  to  emphatically  express  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  my  total  disenchant¬ 
ment  with  the  manner  in  which  the  Pres¬ 
ident  appears  to  have  manipulated  this 
budget.  While  I  realize  these  may  be 
harsh  words,  I  believe  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  must  be  forthrightly  told  the  true 
story  of  what  gives  every  appearance  of 
political  manipulation  of  the  budget. 

If  one  will  carefully  review  the  history 
of  this  year’s  budget  you  will  arrive  at 
one  basic  and  continuing  conclusion — the 
President  has  inserted  all  of  his  pet  pro¬ 
grams,  and  deleted  items  that  have  been 
very  acceptable  programs  in  the  past. 
The  school  lunch  and  special  milk  pro¬ 
grams  are  a  glaring  example. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair 
to  the  children  of  this  country  nor  do  I 
think  it  is  fair  to  the  school  boards, 
teachers,  and  more  particularly  the 
school  administrators  to  be  subjected  to 
this  kind  of  treatment — keeping  them  in 
suspense  while  the  behind-the-scenes 
wheeling  and  dealing  goes  on. 

The  people  responsible  for  the  prepa¬ 
ration  of  their  school  budgets  have  writ¬ 
ten  a  multitude  of  letters  expressing  their 
concern  over  the  discontinuance  of  the 
school  lunch  and  milk  programs.  They 
feel  the  same  way  about  the  impacted 
area  financial  assistance  deletion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  people  must  plan 
their  budgets  well  in  advance.  Also, 
they  cannot  resort  to  deficit  financing. 
In  order  to  carefully  plan  for  the  financ¬ 
ing  of  their  educational  programs,  they 
should  have  at  least  a  year’s  notice  be¬ 
fore  any  major  changes  in  the  income 
from  the  State  or  Federal  Government 
takes  place — commonsense  suggests  that 
we  in  the  Congress  and  the  executive 
branch  have  the  responsibility  to  con¬ 
sider  the  effect  any  major  legislative 
change  at  the  Federal  level  of  govern¬ 
ment  will  have  on  other  political  subdivi¬ 
sions  of  our  federal  system.  Common 
decency  suggests  the  local  school  districts 
have  a  right  to  demand  this  considera¬ 
tion. 

I  want  to  thank  the  members  of  this 
committee  for  honoring  my  repeated  re¬ 
quests  to  reinstate  the  funds  to  continue 
the  school  lunch  and  milk  programs — it 
renews  my  faith  in  the  integrity  of  the 
House.  The  children  and  school  people 
of  the  First  Congressional  District  of 
California  thank  you. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to 
the  gentleman  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Matsunaga]  . 

(Mr.  MATSUNAGA  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  ) 

Mr.  MATSUNAGA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  14596,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  appropriation 
bill  for  1967. 

I  commend  the  chairman  and  members 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture 
Appropriations  and  the  chairman  and 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  for  the  action  they  have  taken 
in  restoring  cuts  in  appropriations  for 
the  special  milk  program  and  the  school 
lunch  program. 
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Thanks  to  these  two  sound  programs 
over  70,000  schools  in  1965  were  able  to 
offer  well-balanced  lunches  and  over 
92,000  schools  were  able  to  offer  special 
milk  supplements  to  their  students.  In 
Hawaii,  figures  are  particularly  high.  In 
fiscal  year  1965,  of  our  some  190,000 
elementary  and  secondary  school  chil¬ 
dren,  126,155,  or  about  66  percent,  bene¬ 
fited  from  federally  subsidized  school 
lunches,  and  our  children  consumed  over 
5,300,000  half  pints  of  milk  under  the 
special  milk  program.  For  the  children 
of  Hawaii,  as  for  many  of  the  Nation’s 
children,  school  lunches  and  school  milk 
have  become  as  much  a  part  of  the  regu¬ 
lar  schoolday  as  then*  homework. 

Now  the  school  lunch  and  special  milk 
programs  are  seriously  threatened.  The 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  recommended 
that  in  fiscal  year  1987  funds  for  these 
programs  be  severely  reduced.  The 
school  lunch  program  would  be  cut  from 
$103  to  $21  million,  and  the  milk  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  cut  from  $202  to  $183 
million.  The  probable  results  of  such 
drastic  cutbacks  have  aroused  the  con¬ 
cern  of  parents,  educators,  and  school 
administrators  all  over  the  country  and 
it  is  no  wonder.  A  reduction  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reimbursement  rate  would  result  in 
higher  costs  to  the  school  districts. 
They  in  turn  would  be  forced  to  pass 
these  costs  on  to  the  children,  many  of 
whom  would  have  to  drop  out  of  the 
programs. 

In  Hawaii,  for  example,  the  $174,000 
allotted  to  us  for  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  in  fiscal  year  1966  would  be  slashed 
to  $36,000  in  fiscal  year  1967.  This  is 
a  cut  of  nearly  79  percent  and  it  is  a  cut 
for  which  our  local  school  districts  would 
simply  be  unable  to  compensate.  We 
would  have  to  charge  our  children  a 
greater  price  for  their  lunch  and  milk, 
and  for  all  practical  purposes  the  aims 
of  both  programs  would  be  defeated. 
Many  children  who  want  and  need  milk 
and  a  hot  lunch  would  no  longer  be  able 
to  afford  them.  Participation  in  the 
school  lunch  program  and  the  consump¬ 
tion  of  milk  would  decrease  markedly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  accept  the  rea¬ 
soning  that  most  children  can  afford  to 
pay  the  full  cost  of  a  school  lunch  and 
milk  and  that  present  programs  should 
therefore  be  limited  to  the  needy.  I  do 
not  think  that  a  child’s  participation  in 
a  federally  supported  school  lunch  or 
school  milk  program  should  be  at  ajl  de¬ 
termined  by  the  level  of  his  family  in¬ 
come.  Nor,  frankly,  do  I  see  how  it  could 
be  without  some  kind  of  humiliating 
means  test. 

My  colleagues  on  the  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  I  are  in  complete 
agreement  as  to  the  great  contributions 
which  the  school  lunch  and  the  special 
school  milk  programs  are  making  to  the 
health  and  vigor  of  America’s  youth. 
Last  month  we  unanimously  adopted  a 
resolution  to  oppose  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget’s  recommended  cutbacks  on  these 
programs.  We  also  offered  our  support 
and  assistance  to  the  House  Committee 
on  Appropriations  and  the  Agriculture 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  in  pro¬ 
viding  adequate  funds  for  these  valuable 
programs. 


Mr.  Chair-man,  it  is  gratifying  to  note 
that  in  the  bill  on  the  floor  our  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  has  in  its  wisdom 
restored  the  budgetary  cuts  in  these  two 
programs.  In  his  state  of  the  Union 
message,  the  President  pledged  that  the 
Nation’s  children  must  not  be  the  vic¬ 
tims  of  a  false  economy.  With  such  a 
pledge  I  am  sure  we  are  in  complete 
agreement.  Consistent  with  such  pledge, 
the  Nation’s  children  ought  to  be  as¬ 
sured  of  the  continuance  of  these  two 
vital  programs  in  our  schools.  Our  com¬ 
mittee  has  pointed  the  way.  H.R.  14596 
now  deserves  our  unanimous  support. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  de  la  Garza]  . 

Mr.  de  la  GARZA.  Mr.  Chairman, 
coming  from  a  basically  agricultural  area 
of  Texas,  I  am  deeply  interested  in  all  the 
facets  of  agriculture. 

The  appropriation  that  the  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Whitten],  and  other  members  of  the 
subcommittee,  are  bringing  forth  today 
realizes  fully  the  facts  of  agriculture 
and  the  legislative  facts  of  the  situation 
that  we  face  today  both  in  our  country 
and  the  world. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  commend 
very  sincerely  and  very  strongly  our  col¬ 
leagues  for  the  forthright  action  they 
have  taken  in  behalf  of  the  citizens  of 
this  country  and  especially  in  behalf  of 
all  who  are  concerned  in  agriculture, 
which  is  the  backbone  of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Edmond¬ 
son], 

(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  support  of  the  committee  bill 
and  want  to  commend  the  distinguished 
chairman  and  members  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  for  an  outstanding  job. 

The  restoration  of  cuts  in  funds  for 
the  school  lunch  and  milk  program,  and 
other  restorations  affecting  vital  pro¬ 
grams  like  soil  conservation  and  REA, 
are  deeply  appreciated.  I  testified  for 
these  restorations  before  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  am  sure  the  committee  action 
will  be  upheld  by  the  House. 

Mr.  MOELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  14596.  Especially  am 
I  pleased  to  note  that  the  committee  has 
restored  those  funds  necessary  to  carry 
on  the  school  milk  and  lunch  program 
at  the  1966  level.  Experience  has  dem¬ 
onstrated  the  worthiness  of  the  school 
lunch  program.  Whether  children  come 
from  poor  or  wealthy  families  the  need 
for  nourishing  food  is  highly  essential 
for  both  body  and  mind  of  a  pupil. 

If  this  Nation  can  provide  for  aid  to 
hungry  children  abroad,  it  most  as¬ 
suredly  can  make  the  same  provision 
for  the  children  of  America. 

Mr.  SHRIVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  14596,  the  1967  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  appropriations 
bill.  Important  actions  have  been  taken 
by  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  on 
which  I  serve,  which  will  insure  the 
continuation  of  well  established  and 
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proven  agricultural  and  consumer 
programs. 

The  President’s  1967  agriculture 
budget  recommendations  proposed  re¬ 
ductions  in  research,  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation,  the  agricultural  conservation 
program,  extension  activities,  special 
milk  and  school  lunch  programs,  and 
insect  and  disease  control. 

Since  the  administration’s  budget  was 
submitted  to  Congress,  we  have  heard 
from  our  constituents  and  from  agri¬ 
cultural  authorities  at  our  land-grant 
colleges  and  universities  and  other  farm 
organizations  of  the  damaging  impact 
of  the  proposed  cuts. 

At  a  time  when  many  young  Ameri¬ 
cans  are  being  rejected  for  military 
service  because  of  physical  defects 
traceable  to  nutritional  deficiencies,  it 
seemed  inconsistent  to  cut  the  heart  out 
of  the  milk  program,  and  at  the  same 
time,  reduce  the  school  lunch  funds. 

The  administration’s  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  have  the  United  States  lead  the 
world  in  a  war  against  hunger  but  at  the 
same  time  reduce  by  13  percent  annual 
appropriations  for  agricultural  research 
have  puzzled  many  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  including  myself.  The  American 
farmer  holds  the  key  to  this  Nation’s 
strength  that  can  unlock  the  doors  that 
hide  hunger,  poverty,  and  political  strife 
around  the  world. 

I  certainly  concur  with  my  colleagues 
in  the  Appropriations  Committee  who 
believe  that,  with  U.S.  commitments  in 
Vietnam  and  other  parts  of  the  world, 
it  would  be  a  serious  mistake  to  agree 
to  budget  reductions  which  would 
weaken  our  highly  efficient  and  extremely 
productive  agricultural  industry. 

It  is  significant  and  highly  commend¬ 
able  that  the  committee  has  been  able 
to  restore  proposed  budget  reductions 
without  increasing  the  overall  total 
appropriations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  March  25,  1966,  I 
joined  with  other  members  of  the  Kansas 
congressional  delegation  in  appearing 
before  the  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture 
Appropriations,  Committee  on  Appropri¬ 
ations.  Under  unanimous  consent,  I  in¬ 
clude  my  statement  made  before  the 
subcommittee  following  my  remarks: 

Statement  op  Congressman  Garner  E. 

Shriver,  op  Kansas,  Before  the  Agrcul- 

ttjre  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations, 

House  of  Representatives,  March  25,  1966 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  again  a  privilege  for  me 
to  join  with  my  colleagues  from  Kansas  and 
with  these  interested  citizens  from  my  State 
in  supporting  the  vital  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  programs.  Your  subcommittee  and 
the  other  subcommittees  have  a  difficult  job 
this  year  in  establishing  priorities  for  appro¬ 
priations.  These  are  times  when  we  must 
spend  increasingly  more  for  defense  to  back 
up  our  forces  in  Vietnam;  and  the  adminis¬ 
tration  is  calling  for  increased  spending  on 
new  domestic  programs. 

The  Federal  Government  for  many  years 
has  worked  hand  in  hand  with  local  and 
State  bodies  in  the  important  job  of  soil  and 
water  conservation.  Your  subcommittee  is 
to  be  commended  for  its  leadership  in  assur¬ 
ing  continued  progress  in  this  vital  area. 

Kansas  by  the  actions  of  the  State  legisla¬ 
ture  this  year  continues  to  fulfill  its  respon¬ 
sibilities  by  appropriating  the  necessary 
funds  for  watershed  planning  and  for  direct 
assistance  to  soil  conservation  districts. 
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County  governments  also  are  providing  funds 
to  soil  conservation  districts  on  a  matching 
basis  with  the  State. 

Since  the  President’s  proposed  fiscal  year 
1967  budget  was  submitted  to  Congress,  there 
have  been  a  multitude  of  protests  registered 
by  many  constituents  through  their  Con¬ 
gressmen  regarding  the  cuts  made  in  several 
longstanding  agricultural  programs. 

X  urge  the  subcommittee  to  restore  reduc¬ 
tions  made  by  the  administration  in  the 
school  milk  and  school  lunch  programs  and 
in  the  essential  areas  of  agricultural  research. 

In  establishing  priorities,  it  would  seem 
that  time-tested  soil  and  water  conservation 
programs  should  be  adequately  funded  to 
permit  continuing  progress. 

Soil  and  water  conservation  practices  are 
essential  weapons  in  the  world  war  on  hunger 
which  now  is  under  serious  consideration  in 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

The  budget  for  fiscal  1967  is  not  ade¬ 
quate  to  insure  necessary  accomplishments. 
For  example,  once  again  funds  for  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  should  be  re¬ 
stored  to  include  tile  proposed  $120  million 
cut  by  the  administration.  Soil  survey 
funds  have  been  reduced  by  nearly  $3  mil¬ 
lion.  More  than  20  million  acres  of  soil 
in  Kansas  remain  to  be  surveyed.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  there  is  a  need  to  increase  the  con¬ 
servation  operation  budget  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  to  provide  more  adequate 
technical  assistance  to  soil  conservation  dis¬ 
tricts. 

You  already  have  heard  of  the  pressing 
need  to  increase  available  funds  for  water¬ 
shed  planning.  There  are  32  watershed  dis¬ 
tricts  in  Kansas,  representing  over  3  million 
acres,  waiting  for  planning  assistance.  Sig¬ 
nificantly,  in  Kansas  the  State  legislature 
increased  State  funds  for  watershed  plan¬ 
ning  in  fiscal  1967  by  60  percent.  I  urge 
the  subcommittee  to  increase  Federal  funds 
for  watershed  planning  to  $10  million  and 
to  $80  million  for  watershed  protection. 

The  merits  of  the  Great  Plains  conserva¬ 
tion  program  are  well  regarded  in  Kansas. 
More  than  1,725  farms  and  ranches  including 
a  total  of  1,660,000  acres  in  Kansas  were 
being  operated  under  Great  Plains  conserva¬ 
tion  contracts  at  the  beginning  of  this  fiscal 
year.  However,  there  are  approximately 
6,000  applications  for  assistance  in  the  Great 
Plains  States  which  have  not  yet  been 
serviced. 

We  are  aware  of  the  great  strides  which 
have  been  made  in  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  as  a  result  of  this  longtime  partner¬ 
ship  between  the  Federal  Government  and 
local  and  State  governments.  However,  we 
are  constantly  reminded  by  nature  that  the 
job  is  far  from  finished. 

I  am  sincerely  interested  in  economy  and 
want  to  see  unnecessary  Federal  spending 
reduced  wherever  possible.  The  cultivation 
and  preservation  of  our  soil  along  with  con¬ 
servation  and  development  of  our  water 
resources  are  important  to  our  defense  effort. 
The  ability  of  the  American  farmer  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  future  food  needs  of  our  Nation 
may  depend  on  our  continuing  investments 
in  these  agricultural  programs. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  14596, 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  1967,  and  I  commend 
the  members  of  the  committee  for  their 
actions  in  restoring  the  funds  needed  to 
continue  the  highly  successful  special 
milk  program  and  school  lunch  program. 
As  stated  in  the  committee  report  of  the 
bill: 

The  benefits  of  these  programs  to  the 
health  and  dietary  habits  of  schoolchildren 
of  this  Nation  are  well  recognized. 

Since  the  special  milk  program  was  ini¬ 
tiated  its  acceptance  has  been  remark¬ 


able.  It  is  open  not  only  to  schools,  but 
also  to  orphanages,  settlement  houses, 
summer  camps,  and  similar  nonprofit  in¬ 
stitutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  train¬ 
ing  of  children.  In  fiscal  year  1965,  the 
special  milk  program  was  used  by  ap¬ 
proximately  92,000  schools  and  child  care 
institutions  where  2,966,800,000  half  pints 
of  milk  were  consumed.  At  least  three 
out  of  four  children  in  school  can  obtain 
milk  under  the  special  milk  program. 
Children  who  are  in  need  of  the  nutri¬ 
tional  values  derived  from  milk  so  their 
bodies  can  grow  strong  and  healthy. 
Any  reduction  of  funds  in  support  of 
this  program  is  not  in  the  best  interests 
of  these  schoolchildren  who  participate 
in  this  program. 

This  is  also  true  of  the  school  lunch 
program.  It  has  been  of  great  value 
to  our  educational  system  throughout 
the  United  States.  It  provides  nutritious 
lunches  every  day  in  the  70,132  schools 
participating  in  the  program.  Not  only 
are  the  children,  who  receive  the  lunches, 
benefiting  from  the  nutritional  value 
the  lunches  provide,  but  they  are  also  be¬ 
ing  taught  proper  eating  habits,  not  to 
mention  that  in  many  cases,  the  lunches 
these  children  receive  are  the  only  bal¬ 
anced  meal  they  get  in  a  given  day. 
Therefore  any  cutback  in  funds  support¬ 
ing  the  provisions  of  the  school  lunch 
program  would  be  inconsistent  to  our 
programs  of  aid  to  help  feed  the  hungry 
and  needy  children  in  foreign  lands. 
Surely  the  needs  of  our  own  children 
should  be  our  first  concern. 

The  success  of  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  is  evident  by  the  tremendous  in¬ 
crease  of  participation  by  schools  across 
the  land.  Since  1947  the  number  of  chil¬ 
dren  receiving  balanced  lunches  has  al¬ 
most  tripled.  By  providing  them  with 
proper  foods  at  lunch  time  it  will  help 
them  to  mature  as  much  healthier, 
stronger,  and  possibly  wiser  adults.  This 
is  evident  by  the  youngsters  of  1947,  the 
first  to  receive  special  balanced  lunches, 
who  are  now  making  their  way  in  life 
as  healthy,  ambitious  citizens. 

By  continuing  our  support  of  the  spe¬ 
cial  milk  program  and  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  we  are  contributing  much  to  the 
general  welfare  of  this  Nation.  For  the 
youngsters  of  today  will  be  the  leaders  of 
tomorrow.  If  we  wish  to  advance  as  a 
healthy,  growing  nation,  with  strength 
to  meet  the  challenges  of  the  future,  then 
we  cannot  ignore  our  children  that  are 
in  need  of  nourishment  for  their  growing 
bodies.  Both  programs  are  dedicated  to 
the  benefit  of  all  the  children  in  our  Na¬ 
tion,  and  I  do  not  wish  to  deprive  them 
of  these  benefits.  I  urge  that  we  accept 
the  bill  now  before  us  as  reported  by  the 
House  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mr.  CULVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  hear 
a  great  deal  today  about  revitalizing 
rural  America,  rural  community  devel¬ 
opment,  regional  planning  for  rural 
areas.  And  the  issue  is  vital  in  my  dis¬ 
trict,  where  only  six  communities  have 
populations  of  over  6,060,  and  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  almost  450,000  people  are 
spread  over  7,220  square  miles. 

During  the  Easter  recess,  I  met  with 
the  city  officials  of  18  communities  in  the 
Second  District,  to  review  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  and  local  needs.  In  the  course  of 
these  meetings,  it  became  apparent  that 


the  most  urgent  need  of  the  rural  com¬ 
munities  is  for  adequate  sewer  and  water 
facilities. 

Last  year,  in  Congress,  we  offered  these 
communities  a  solution  to  this  problem. 
On  September  23,  we  authorized  $55  mil¬ 
lion  annually  for  a  new  program  of 
grants  for  the  development  of  water  sup¬ 
ply  and  waste  disposal  systems  in  rural 
communities,  and  we  appropriated  $20 
million  for  the  remainder  of  fiscal  year 
1966  to  begin  implementation  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

It  has  taken  a  while  to  advise  local  offi¬ 
cials  of  this  program,  to  stimulate  local 
interest  and  activity,  and  to  get  formal 
applications  prepared.  But  at  this  time, 
19  communities  in  my  district  alone  have 
submitted  their  applications  to  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  for  these 
grants.  The  FHA  in  Des  Moines  advises 
me  that  it  has  already  received  145  ap¬ 
plications  from  Iowa  communities,  and 
this  represents  only  a  portion  of  the  to¬ 
tal  number  of  communities  which  need 
sewer  and  water  facilities.  It  would  take 
an  estimated  $28  to  $30  million  just  to  fill 
these  pending  applications  in  one  State 
alone. 

I  am  extremely  disappointed  that  only 
$26  million  has  been  appropriated  today 
to  continue  this  program,  when  twice 
that  amount  would  scarcely  be  sufficient 
to  meet  present  needs.  We  cannot  ex¬ 
pect  to  fill  all  these  applications  in  1 
year.  But,  at  the  same  time  that  we  are 
asked  to  cut  this  program,  which  is  just 
getting  off  the  ground,  we  are  being 
asked  to  provide  regional  planning  funds 
for  rural  community  development. 

I  am  not  protesting  the  merit  of  this 
latter  concept.  But  it  just  does  not  make 
good  sense  to  start  a  new,  vitally  needed 
program — one  which  attacks  a  very  basic 
problem  of  rural  community  develop¬ 
ment  like  this  sewer  and  water  facilities 
program — only  to  cut  it  back  just  as  it  is 
getting  established,  to  begin  again  else¬ 
where. 

I  am  hopeful  that  the  Senate  will  see 
fit  to  take  steps  to  strengthen  this  im¬ 
portant  section  of  the  agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  to  insure  the  effective  im¬ 
plementation  of  this  vital  program. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions’  action  on  the  agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill  and  would  like  to  say  fur¬ 
ther  that  I  feel  this  is,  perhaps,  the  best 
committee  report  I  have  ever  had  the 
pleasure  of  reading.  While  bringing 
about  a  meaningful  reduction  in  appro¬ 
priations  for  Department  of  Agriculture 
spending,  the  committee  has  restored  the 
agriculture  programs  the  administration 
would  have  cut  to  the  detriment  of  our 
entire  Nation. 

As  the  committee  has  said,  and  I 
quote : 

If  such  a  policy  as  the  administration 
advocates  were  followed  for  only  a  few  years, 
the  United  States  would  likely  be  a  food 
deficit  country  instead  of  one  of  abundance. 

This  is  true.  The  House  committee 
action  was  to  restore  the  essential  pro¬ 
grams  in  agriculture  and  to  cut  out  the 
fat.  I  am  happy  to  say  the  committee 
has  fulfilled  its  responsibility  to  the  Na¬ 
tion  in  this  regard,  and  I  could  not  be 
more  pleased. 
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The  bill  we  have  before  us  today  will 
continue  at  fully  effective  levels  our  vital 
programs  in  research,  insect  and  disease 
control,  soil  and  water  conservation,  the 
agricultural  conservation  program,  ex¬ 
tension  activities,  special  milk  and  school 
lunch  programs,  and  loan  ceilings  for 
rural  electrification  and  telephone  pro¬ 
grams. 

I  am  sure,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
action  of  our  Appropriations  Committee 
was  fully  responsive  to  the  consensus  of 
opinion  in  both  this  body  and  that  of 
the  entire  Nation.  The  committee  ac¬ 
tion  is  fully  responsive  to  the  resolution 
adopted  on  March  24  by  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  on  which  I  am 
privileged  to  serve,  which  opposed  the 
administration’s  proposed  budget  cuts  in 
agriculture  and  offered  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture’s  support  and  as¬ 
sistance  to  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  and  to  each  Member  of  Congress  in 
providing  adequate  funds  for  these  vari¬ 
ous  programs. 

I  was  especially  pleased  to  note  on 
page  21  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee’s  report  in  which  the  dean  of  agri¬ 
culture  of  one  of  our  large  universities 
made  the  following  statement: 

If  sustained,  the  proposed  reductions  in 
Federal  funds  for  land-grant  institutions  are 
likely  to  have  long-range  consequences  of  an 
undesirable  character  in  addition  to  imme¬ 
diate  effects  on  production.  »  *  *  Research 
is  not  a  stream  to  be  turned  off  and  on  a 
short  notice  when  crises  are  solved  or  to 
solve  new  ones.  Efficient  solutions  to  prob¬ 
lems,  including  emergency  problems,  in¬ 
creasingly  rests  upon  fundamental  research. 
Results  can  be  accomplished  only  if  long¬ 
term  governmental  and  institutional  com¬ 
mitments  are  continued. 

This  quotation,  Mr.  Chairman,  was 
taken  from  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Louis  L. 
Madsen,  dean  of  the  College  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  of  Washington  State  University,  in 
my  district. 

Dean  Madsen’s  concern,  which  I  com¬ 
pletely  share,  was  justified  in  every  re¬ 
spect.  This  concern,  shared  throughout 
my  district,  was  succinctly  stated  in  a 
letter  I  have  just  received  from  the  Ken¬ 
newick  Highlands  Grange  No.  1037  in  my 
State.  I  would  like  to  quote  from  just  a 
small  portion  of  this  letter: 

Funds  for  the  carrying  on  of  research,  ex¬ 
tension,  and  teaching  are  allocated  by  the 
Federal  Government  for  the  solving  of  crit¬ 
ical  problems  in  animal  husbandry,  horti¬ 
culture  and  agronomy.  *  *  *  Now  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  has  made  drastic  reduc¬ 
tions  in  funds  to  the  extent  that  highly 
trained  personnel,  extension  work,  and  val¬ 
uable  and  important  laboratories  are  being 
entirely  eliminated  or  greatly  restricted. 

The  letter  goes  on  to  say: 

Of  the  laboratories  to  be  eliminated,  the 
one  which  will  affect  the  State  of  Washing¬ 
ton,  not  only  now  but  for  the  years  to  come 
is  the  Western  Wheat  Quality  Research  Lab¬ 
oratory  at  the  Washington  State  University. 
The  laboratory,  with  its  micromill,  tested 
over  20,000  samples  of  wheat  last  year  for 
milling  quality,  and  over  70  percent  were 
discarded  from  breeding  program,  the  re¬ 
maining  30  percent  retained  for  further  plant 
breeding  for  quality  and  yield.  No  other 
laboratories  are  in  a  position  to  do  this  work 
because  of  the  growth  of  different  varieties 
of  wheat,  or  if  they  do,  are  not  affected  by 
the  same  plant  diseases. 


Now,  I  am  happy  to  say,  the  Western 
Wheat  Quality  Laboratory  at  Washing¬ 
ton  State  University  will  continue  to 
operate,  thanks  to  the  action  of  our  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee. 

To  each  and  every  member  of  the 
Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcommit¬ 
tee  and  its  chairman,  and  to  each  and 
every  member  of  the  full  Committee  of 
Appropriations  and  its  chairman,  and  on 
behalf  of  the  hundreds  of  concerned  in¬ 
dividuals  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and 
all  around  the  country  who  have  written 
to  me,  I  wish  to  express  congratulations 
for  a  job  well  done. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
requested  this  time  and  the  indulgence 
of  the  House  to  commend  and  applaud 
our  Appropriations  Committee  for  re¬ 
storing  funds  in  this  agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill  for  the  school  lunch  and 
milk  programs,  for  land-grant  college  ac¬ 
tivities,  extension  service,  experiment 
stations,  crop  research,  such  institutions 
as  the  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion  and  for  other  vital  agriculture  and 
agriculture-related  activities  where  deep 
reductions  had  been  recommended  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

I  commend  especially  the  leadership 
of  the  Honorable  Jamie  L.  Whitten,  of 
Mississippi,  chairman  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture,  in 
the  interest  of  our  system  of  agriculture 
that  has  made  this  the  best  fed  and  best 
clothed  nation  on  the  face  of  the  earth. 

I  have  been  in  frequent  communica¬ 
tion  with  Mr.  Whitten  while  this  appro¬ 
priations  bill  was  in  its  formative  stages. 
As  chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  I  have  given  to  him  and  the 
other  members  of  the  subcommittee  my 
full  support  in  their  efforts  to  protect 
from  severe  and  damaging  slashes  in 
funds  these  various  programs  vital  to  the 
interests  of  agriculture. 

On  March  24,  1966,  I  offered  a  reso¬ 
lution  in  our  35-member  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  vigorously  opposing  the 
Budget  Bureau’s  recommendations  for 
cuts  in  money  for  these  programs.  Our 
committee  unanimously  approved  this 
resolution,  and  I  personally  presented 
a  copy  to  the  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee.  I  was  accompanied  to  the  sub¬ 
committee  hearing  by  Chancellor  John 
T.  Caldwell  of  North  Carolina  State  Uni¬ 
versity,  and  other  prominent  persons 
from  North  Carolina,  who  specifically 
pleaded  against  the  proposed  reductions 
in  funds  for  our  land-grant  colleges,  for 
Extension  Service  activities  and  for  re¬ 
search. 

With  the  permission  of  the  House,  I 
shall  insert  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
the  resolution  of  our  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture.  The  resolution  follows: 
Resolution  op  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture,  U.S.  House  op  Representatives 

Whereas  the  special  school  milk  and  school 
lunch  programs  have  contributed  to  the 
health  and  vigor  of  America’s  youth  without 
differentiation  among  children  as  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  status  of  their  parents;  and 

Whereas  the  Budget  Bureau  now  proposes 
an  80-percent  reduction  in  school  milk  funds 
and  the  orientation  of  the  milk  and  lunch 
programs  primarily  to  children  of  needy 
families;  and 

Whereas  to  identify  a  child  in  its  school  as 
coming  from  a  poor  family  in  order  for  the 


child  to  qualify  for  a  glass  of  milk  or  a  lunch 
would  be  an  affront  to  the  child  and  the  fam¬ 
ily;  and 

Whereas  our  land-grant  colleges,  extension, 
research,  and  agricultural  experiment  pro¬ 
grams,  conservation  programs,  plant  disease 
and  pest  control  and  eradication  programs, 
credit  programs,  the  rural  electrification  pro¬ 
gram,  rural  telephone  program,  inspection 
and  other  programs  have  enabled  our  fanners 
in  a  system  of  free  enterprise  to  achieve  mas¬ 
tery  of  the  arts  of  food  and  fiber  abundance, 
60  that  America  now  is  the  best  fed  and 
clothed  Nation  on  earth;  and 
Whereas  funds  for  these  and  other  under¬ 
takings  in  agriculture  would  be  reduced 
severely  under  the  Budget  Bureau  recom¬ 
mendations  for  the  fiscal  year  1967;  and 
Whereas  to  follow  the  Budget  Bureau  in 
this  direction  would  slow  down  progress  in 
rural  America,  to  the  detriment  of  our  farm¬ 
ers  and  consumers;  and 

Whereas  the  Budget  Bureau’s  retrenchment 
proposals  come  at  a  time  when  legislation  is 
under  consideration  to  export  American 
know-how  and  show-how  in  agriculture,  so 
that  hungry  people  of  other  nations  may 
learn  to  feed  themselves;  and 

Whereas  this  effort  to  deal  with  the  world 
food  crisis  requires  expansion,  not  contrac¬ 
tion,  of  our  education  and  research  and  ex¬ 
perimentation  programs  in  agriculture:  Now 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  vigorously  opposes  these  Budget 
Bureau  recommendations,  and  offers  its  sup¬ 
port  and  assistance  to  the  House  Committee 
on  Appropriations  and  the  Agriculture  Ap¬ 
propriations  Subcommittee  and  to  each  in¬ 
dividual  Member  of  the  Congress  in  provid¬ 
ing  adequate  funds,  through  the  legislative 
processes,  for  these  programs  so  vital  to  the 
well-being  of  all  Americans  and  so  important 
to  our  aspirations  to  combat  hunger  and 
starvation  in  the  free  world. 

Unanimously  adopted  March  24,  1966. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  in  the  bill  presented  to  us 
today,  has  restored  the  funds  for  the 
programs  considered  by  our  Committee 
on  Agriculture  to  be  so  vital  to  our  agri¬ 
culture  and  to  the  well-being  of  all  the 
people  of  this  Nation.  I  am  confident 
that  the  House,  in  its  vote  today,  will 
approve  overwhelmingly  the  position 
taken  by  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
which  under  the  able  and  brilliant  chair¬ 
manship  of  Hon.  George  H.  Mahon,  of 
Texas,  has  endorsed  the  work  and  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  its  Subcommittee  on 
Agriculture. 

The  wisdom  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  reflected 
in  some  funds  denied  as  well  as  those 
indispensable  funds  restored. 

I  especially  want  to  commend  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  severely  slashing  the  money 
requested  by  the  Budget  Bureau  for  the 
new  cropland  adjustment  program.  This 
is  the  program  that  has  as  its  objective 
the  retirement  of  additional  millions  of 
fertile  cropland  from  the  production  of 
food. 

Under  existing  farm  production  con¬ 
trol  programs  the  Government  already 
is  buying  60  million  acres  out  of  pro¬ 
duction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  now  is  considering,  and  probably 
will  approve  this  week,  an  administra¬ 
tion-sponsored  bill  to  launch  a  world  war 
on  hunger,  through  an  expansion  of  our 
food-for-peace  program.  Tills  legisla¬ 
tion  proposes  that,  whereas  heretofore 
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we  have  shipped  our  surplus  foods  to 
hungry  people  around  the  world,  we  will 
now  produce  food  deliberately  for  this 
purpose.  Our  surpluses  are  disappear¬ 
ing.  We  actually  are  calling  back  into 
production  some  of  the  60  million  acres 
now  in  retirement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  simply  does  not  make 
sense  to  me  that  at  this  time,  when  two- 
thirds  of  the  world  is  hungry  and  12,000 
die  daily  of  starvation,  and  with  some  of 
the  acres  already  in  retirement  being  re¬ 
turned  to  production,  that  we  should 
proceed  with  this  cropland  adjustment 
program  to  take  out  additional  millions 
of  acres.  It  would  be  cruel  and  inhu¬ 
man.  It  is  immoral. 

I  have  called  upon  the  President,  as 
the  Nation’s  first  major  step  in  the  new 
world  war  on  hunger,  to  suspend  imme¬ 
diately  and  indefinitely  the  operation  of 
the  cropland  adjustment  program. 

In  its  action  slashing  the  funds  for  this 
program,  I  commend  our  Appropriations 
Committee. 

It  is  reassuring  that  we  have  such  a 
group  of  men  on  this  committee  who 
have  brought  to  us  general  appropria¬ 
tions  legislation  which  comprehends  the 
interest  of  our  farm  people,  the  health 
and  well-being  of  all  our  people,  and  is 
responsible  to  be  agonies  of  hungry  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  free  world.  It  is  especially  en¬ 
couraging  to  see  here  today  the  strength 
of  the  support  behind  this  legislation  by 
Members  representing  urban  constitu¬ 
encies.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  the  floor 
in  confidence  that  this  bill  will  pass,  with 
the  support  of  rural  and  urban  Members 
alike,  and  devoid  of  partisan  and  polit¬ 
ical  considerations. 

Mr.  BINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
join  my  colleagues  today  who  are  voting 
to  maintain  without  diminution  the  ap¬ 
propriations  for  milk  for  children. 
Months  ago  I  spoke  out  against  reducing 
this  program,  which  makes  it  possible 
for  so  many  youngsters  to  get  milk  daily 
at  a  price  which  their  families  can  af¬ 
ford.  The  recent  increases  in  the  cost 
of  living  place  special  burdens  on  low- 
and  middle-income  families  and  we 
must  be  particularly  careful  to  avoid 
further  economic  pressures  on  these 
families. 

I  do  not  believe  that  it  is  necessary  to 
cut  domestic  programs  because  of  the 
Increased  cost  of  our  overseas  activities. 
However,  if  budget  cuts  must  be  made, 
let  them  not  be  made  in  those  programs 
which  are  essential.  I  consider  the  sup¬ 
plemental  milk  program  to  be  in  this 
category. 

A  number  of  us  introduced  legislation 
to  insure  that  the  supplementary  school 
milk  program  remains  unimpaired.  I 
would  hope  that  the  action  of  this  House 
on  this  appropriation  would  make  man¬ 
datory  legislation  unnecessary. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  announce  my  support  of  H.R. 
14596,  the  agricultural  appropriation  of 
1966.  While  I  certainly  do  not  support 
everything  in  this  bill,  I  want  to  com¬ 
mend  the  distinguished  Committee  on 
Agriculture  for  rejecting  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  efforts  to  eliminate  or  cripple  many 
vital  programs. 

These  programs,  which  the  President 
sought  to  eliminate  or  reduce  include: 


The  special  school  milk  program. 

The  special  school  lunch  program. 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service. 

The  Cooperative  State  Research  Serv¬ 
ice. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

These  Presidential  recommendations 
would  cut  the  heart  out  of  some  of  the 
oldest  and  most  valuable  services  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Federal  Government.  The 
value  they  return  to  the  Nation  in 
knowledge,  health  benefits,  and  conser¬ 
vation  are  vastly  greater  than  the  rela¬ 
tively  small  sums  they  cost. 

This  is  the  second  time  this  admin¬ 
istration  has  launched  an  attack  on  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  which  does 
so  much  for  the  small  farmer  and  land- 
owner  and  so  much  for  the  cause  of 
conservation. 

The  impact  of  the  President’s  pro¬ 
posals  on  the  traditional  land -grant 
college  program  would  be  catastrophic. 

In  New  Hampshire,  the  President’s 
proposal  would  cut  approximately  $280,- 
000  a  year  in  educational,  research,  and 
extension  service  funds  from  the  budget 
of  the  State  university. 

This  would  not  be  economy,  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  would  be  the  ruination  of 
tried  and  true  programs  that  have  been 
giving  wonderful  service  for  many  years 
at  extremely  low  cost. 

COMMITTEE  ACTED  WISELY 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  fortu¬ 
nately,  has  acted  wisely  in  rejecting  these 
Presidential  requests.  In  response  to 
pleas  from  all  over  the  country,  includ¬ 
ing  my  own,  it  has  recommended  that  the 
House  restore  the  contemplated  budget 
cuts  to  their  present  levels.  I  heartily 
endorse  this  decision.  The  funds  in¬ 
volved  are  but  a  tiny  fraction  of  this 
enormous  bill  and  would  not  pay  for 
even  a  week’s  interest  on  the  national 
debt. 

Considering  our  commitments  in  Viet¬ 
nam  and  other  parts  of  the  world,  it 
would  be  a  mistake  to  weaken  in  this 
manner  programs  vital  to  American  ag¬ 
riculture,  which  is  so  vital  to  our  domes¬ 
tic  prosperity.  Our  heavy  obligations 
make  it  more  important  than  ever  to 
provide  adequate  support  for  the  essen¬ 
tial  services  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  including  funds  to  the  land- 
grant  colleges.  It  is  essential  that  we 
continue  full  support  for  our  school- 
children,  for  agricultural  research,  par¬ 
ticularly  against  plant  and  animal  dis¬ 
eases,  and  that  we  support  the  excellent 
work  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

The  President’s  proposal  is  a  direct  at¬ 
tack  on  the  welfare  of  schoolchildren 
and  would  harm  the  interests  of  small 
farmers  and  landowners.  His  proposal 
to  cut  drastically  aid  to  the  land-grant 
colleges,  in  the  words  of  President  John 
W.  McConnell,  of  the  University  of  New 
Hampshire,  would  be  “a  violent  rejection 
of  the  1890  action  of  the  Congress  which 
stated  that  this  support  should  continue 
‘for  as  long  as  this  Nation  shall  live.’  ” 

I  strongly  urge  the  House  to  support 
the  committee  and  vote  to  restore  these 
cuts,  which  the  President  has  proposed. 

OTHER  PLACES  TO  CUT 

I  am  a  strong  advocate  of  economy  in 
the  Federal  budget  but  not  of  false  econ¬ 


omy.  The  budget  is  filled  with  places 
where  the  economy  ax  may  be  applied — 
and  should  be  applied — with  good  effect. 
Some  of  them  are  in  this  bill. 

I  refer  to  the  heavy  subsidies  paid  to 
the  big  growers,  the  corporate  farmers, 
the  plantation  operators  producing  cot¬ 
ton,  tobacco,  and  feed  grains.  Least  of 
all  can  I  understand  our  Government 
paying  tobacco  subsidies  and  paying  to 
promote  the  sale  of  tobacco  overseas  and 
including  tobacco  shipments  in  foreign 
aid  deals,  such  as  the  emergency  food 
shipments  to  India  we  recently  approved. 
What  sense  does  it  make  to  have  one 
agency  of  the  Government  warning 
about  the  health  hazards  of  using  to¬ 
bacco  while  another  is  underwriting  its 
production  and  use? 

We  should  cut  the  budget  of  the  Appa¬ 
lachia  program,  a  special  interest  pro¬ 
gram  financed  by  the  rest  of  the  country 
for  the  sole  interest  of  one  region. 

We  should  trim  the  fat  out  of  the  war 
on  poverty,  particularly  in  regard  to  the 
inflated  payroll  of  its  topheavy  bureauc¬ 
racy.  We  should  trim  wasteful  foreign 
aid.  We  should  eliminate  funds  for  some 
of  the  big  power-dam  projects  that  are 
planned.  I  refer  particularly  to  the 
Lincoln-Dickey  Dam  in  northern  Maine, 
a  $300  million  hydroelectric  project  that 
is  already  obsolete  before  it  is  even 
started. 

We  should  eliminate  funds  for  the 
rent-subsidy  program,  a  doubtful  experi¬ 
ment  at  best,  and  certainly  not  one  that 
should  be  undertaken  with  deficit  fi¬ 
nancing  and  when  the  country  is  threat¬ 
ened  with  the  possibility  of  still  further 
tax  increases. 

These  are  but  some  of  the  areas  that 
a  really  economy-minded  administration 
could  work  effectively.  But  instead  of 
this,  it  chooses  to  assault  traditional, 
successful,  valuable  programs  of  proven 
worth. 

I  urge  the  House  to  reject  this  approach 
but  also  to  seek  real  economies  in  over- 
costly  programs  such  as  those  I  men¬ 
tioned  above. 

In  addition,  I  want  to  state  that  partic¬ 
ularly  praiseworthy  are  Republican  ef¬ 
forts,  which  I  heartily  endorse,  to  bar 
aid  under  Public  Law  480  from  going  to 
countries  that  sell  or  permit  their  ships 
or  aircraft  to  carry  equipment,  materials 
or  commodities  to  Communist  North 
Vietnam.  I  urge  the  House  to  adopt  this 
proposal. 

Mr.  DONOHUE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
hope  that  this  House  will  very  carefully 
review  this  bill,  providing  appropriations 
for  the  Agriculture  Department  and  re¬ 
lated  agencies  for  the  next  fiscal  year 
and  approve  it  in  such  amounts  as  will 
reflect  economic  prudence,  while  at  the 
same  time  preserving  in  substance  those 
programs  which  have  long  proved  to  be 
in  the  best  national  interest. 

The  esteemed  committee  chairman 
has,  in  his  persuasively  authoritative  and 
thorough  comments,  clearly  explained 
the  various  provisions  of  the  bill  and 
their  vital  importance  to  our  continuing 
national  health  and  progress  and  inter¬ 
national  commitments. 

I  particularly  trust  that  my  colleagues 
will  approve  full  appropriations  to  pre¬ 
vent  any  unwise  and  unwarranted  reduc- 
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tion  in  the  special  milk  and  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  promotion  of  basic  health 
and  nutritional  development  of  our 
American  schoolchildren.  Certainly  any 
wholesale  restrictions  on  these  programs 
could  obviously  have  a  seriously  adverse 
effect  upon  the  health  and  the  learning 
of  tomorrow’s  citizens  and  national 
leaders. 

Further  than  this  it  is  extremely  ques¬ 
tionable,  as  emphasized  by  recognized 
authorities,  that  any  deep  retrenchment 
of  the  funds  required  for  our  land- grant 
universities  to  maintain  projected  long- 
range  research  programs  in  the  areas  of 
agricultural  damaging  insects  and 
diseases  would  be  an  exercise  of  intelli¬ 
gent  or  wise  economy  since  such  action 
would  undoubtedly  cost  the  country  a 
great  deal  more  in  the  long  run. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  would  seem  only  basic 
commonsense  for  us  to  maintain  an  agri¬ 
cultural  production  system  in  this  coun¬ 
try  which  will  assure  an  adequate  sup¬ 
ply  of  food,  clothing,  and  shelter  for  an 
ever-increasing  number  of  consumers 
who  are  completely  dependent  on  this 
industry  for  their  future  well-being. 
Our  serious  task  here  is  to  act  with 
realistic,  economic  concern,  not  only  for 
our  present  welfare  but  our  future  devel¬ 
opment  and  let  us  hope  that  we  can  act 
with  such  responsibility  without  danger¬ 
ously  weakening  our  highly  efficient  and 
extremely  productive  agricultural  indus¬ 
try  which  forms  the  base  for  our  domestic 
prosperity  and  plays  a  major  role  in  our 
foreign  policy.  Let  us  exert  our  every 
legislative  resource  to  insure  that  the 
basic  and  vital  programs  of  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Department  are  operated  in  the  most 
economical  and  efficient  manner  while 
we  also  attempt  to  reasonably  insure  that 
the  Nation’s  national  progress  and  inter¬ 
national  influence  is  sensibly  and  sub¬ 
stantially  maintained  for  our  own  and 
the  world’s  betterment. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  compliment  the  very  able  and  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  and  members  of  his 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  for  restoring 
the  cuts  in  the  special  milk  program  and 
school  lunch  program.  I  was  pleased  to 
vote  to  sustain  these  recommendations  in 
the  deliberations  of  the  full  Committee 
on  Appropriations  last  Friday. 

The  school  lunch  and  special  milk  pro¬ 
grams  are  particular  activities  that  make 
incalculably  great  contributions  to  edu¬ 
cation,  health,  and  the  war  on  poverty. 
They  contribute  greatly  to  the  national 
defense  and  strength  of  our  Nation. 
These  programs  enable  a  child  to  eat  a 
well-balanced,  hot  lunch  at  school  for  a 
moderate  price,  provide  children  with 
one-third  to  one-half  their  daily  nutri¬ 
tional  requirements. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  many  parts  of  my 
State  and  my  congressional  district,  these 
programs  provide  some  children  with 
their  only  balanced  meal  of  the  day.  If 
adequate  funding  were  not  provided,  tens 
of  thousands  of  children,  now  paying  for 
lunch,  would  be  priced  out  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  and  too  many  other  children,  now 
receiving  free  lunches,  might  well  be  de¬ 
prived  of  needed  nutritional  supplemen¬ 
tation.  I  understand  that  the  average 
lunch  price  in  Massachusetts  is  26  cents. 


However,  this  price  is  reduced  for  chil¬ 
dren  of  low-income  families,  and  some 
children,  because  of  family  circumstances 
receive  free  lunches.  All  children  are 
able  to  eat  the  same  food,  with  their 
friends,  with  no  stigma  attached,  with¬ 
out  placing  undue  strain  on  their  already 
strained  family  budgets.  If  the  cut  is 
not  restored,  this  happy  situation  would 
not  prevail. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  a  time  when  our 
Government  is  spending  millions  of 
dollars  to  rehabilitate  school  dropouts,  is 
enlarging  the  food  stamp  program,  and 
making  a  massive  assault  on  poverty,  it 
would  be  inconsistent  to  curtail  a  pro¬ 
gram  that,  not  only  adds  to  health, 
energy,  and  vitality  of  schoolchildren  but 
helps  them  to  stay  in  school. 

From  across  Massachusetts  and  from 
my  congressional  district  have  come 
many  requests  from  all  quarters  for  the 
continuation  of  these  programs  at  the 
present  levels.  These  communications 
have  come  from  educators,  parents,  busi¬ 
nessmen — in  fact,  from  all  walks  of  life — 
from  people  who  simply  believe  that  the 
Nation  is  better  served,  its  present  and 
future  a  bit  more  secure,  its  strength  pre¬ 
served  when  its  children  are  healthier, 
happier,  and  better  educated.  These 
programs  go  a  long  way  to  accomplish 
these  ends.  They  ought  to  be  preserved 
and  expanded.  This  committee  has  re¬ 
sponded  magnificently  to  this  appeal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  express  the  gratitude 
of  many  of  the  people  of  my  district  for 
the  emphatic  and  decisive  action  taken 
by  the  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Under  unanimous  consent  I  include 
with  my  remarks  a  sampling  of  the  many 
and  excellent  appeals  that  have  been  di¬ 
rected  to  me,  asking  the  Congress  to  re¬ 
store  the  funds  in  these  most  important 
programs — the  school  lunch  and  special 
milk  activities: 

Brookline,  Mass., 

March  9, 1966. 

Hon.  Edward  P.  Boland, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D  C.: 

As  parents,  school  lunch  directors  and  nu¬ 
trition  education  supervisors  representing  all 
Massachusetts  communities,  we  the  under¬ 
signed  have  assembled  to  analyze  the  impact 
of  President  Johnson’s  proposed  budgetary 
cuts  for  both  the  school  lunch  and  special 
milk  programs. 

We  strongly  oppose  the  proposed  curtail¬ 
ment  of  $23  million  in  the  national  school 
lunch  program  and  $82  million  in  the  special 
milk  program.  These  reductions  would  have 
a  deteriorating  effect  on  the  nutritional  well¬ 
being  of  approximately  1,200,000  Massachu¬ 
setts  schoolchildren. 

Nutritional  need  exists  at  all  economic 
levels.  Restricting  these  accomplished  pro¬ 
grams  to  needy  children  only,  thereby  re¬ 
quiring  classroom  teachers  to  apply  a  means 
test  in  order  to  determine  eligibility  is  cer¬ 
tainly  not  consistent  with  the  President’s 
recently  expressed  philosophy  wherein  he 
asks  that  scholarship  aid  be  extended  on  the 
basis  of  ability  to  learn  rather  than  on  the 
ability  to  pay.  We  believe,  in  keeping  with 
this  stated  philosophy,  that  school  lunch 
and  milk  programs  be  permanently  estab¬ 
lished  on  a  basis  of  nutritional  rather  than 
economic  need. 

We  abhor,  therefore,  any  recommendation 
of  the  executive  branch,  which  would  have 
the  effect  of  converting  both  the  national 
school  lunch  program  and  the  special  milk 
program  into  welfare  programs.  These  pro- 
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gram  have  become  an  integral  part  of  the 
accepted  educational  process  and,  as  such, 
should  be  strengthened  rather  than  weak¬ 
ened  as  proposed.  Educators  believe  “you 
cannot  teach  a  hungry  child.’’ 

We  strongly  urge  you  to  join  in  our  cru¬ 
sade  to  protect  the  health  and  physical  fit¬ 
ness  of  all  Massachusetts  schoolchildren  not 
only  by  advising  the  leadership  of  both 
Houses  of  your  opposition  to  the  proposed 
cuts  but  as  well  by  acquainting  the  appro¬ 
priate  Agricultural  Committee  members  in 
each  congressional  branch  of  your  feelings. 

John  C.  Stalker,  Commonwealth  of  Mas¬ 
sachusetts,  Department  of  Education, 
Boston;  Thomas  P.  O’Hearn,  Archdio¬ 
cese  of  Boston,  Department  of  Educa¬ 
tion,  Boston;  Dorothy  Reed,  George¬ 
town;  Elizabeth  White,  Granby; 
Marion  Moore,  North  Chelmsford. 

Dorothy  H.  Griffin,  Medford;  Anna  Ram- 
ocki,  Adams;  Dorothy  Pope,  Westfield; 
Lucille  Johnson,  Bolton;  Nell  Odium, 
Framingham;  Lois  Carley,  Needham; 
Alfred  Bettencourt,  North  Dighton; 
Berthana  Richardson,  Orleans;  Marie 
Holland,  Canton;  Julius  Candella, 
Wrentham;  Bertha  Hassard,  Ashland; 
Evelyn  Crew,  Pittsfield;  Sally  Matera, 
Palmer;  Elsie  Campbell,  Harvard. 

Robert  Thorburn,  Concord;  Esther  Mur¬ 
phy,  Lowell;  Joyce  Barry,  Wellesley; 
Marion  Williams,  Falmouth;  Marion 
Cronan,  Brookline;  Alice  Hanley, 
Shrewsbury;  Margaret  Martin,  Merri- 
mac,  West  Newbury,  Groveland;  John 
C.  Stalker,  Boston;  Frances  Cullen, 
Hyde  Park;  Patricia  Wunschell,  Cohas- 
set;  Bertha  Hassard,  Ashland;  Frances 
Speare,  Hopedale;  Ethel  Wright,  Lex¬ 
ington;  Georgina  Schlepegrell,  Brock¬ 
ton;  Ruth  Sutton,  Tewksbury;  Gladys 
Burgank,  Gloucester;  Louise  Watts, 
Weymouth;  Dorothy  L.  Callahan,  Mil- 
ton;  Ruth  N.  Edson,  Methuen;  Priscil¬ 
la  Richards,  Boston;  Dorothy  Donohue, 
Springfield. 


Ware  Public  Schools, 

Ware,  Mass.,  March  22,  1966. 
Hon.  Edward  P.  Boland, 

Congressman  from  Massachusetts, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Boland  :  The  school 
committee  of  the  town  of  Ware  has  directed 
me  to  write  to  you  relative  to  the  proposed 
cuts  in  the  Federal  budget  in  the  school 
lunch  appropriation  and  the  special  milk 
program. 

It  is  the  hope  of  the  school  committee  that 
the  Congress  will  act  to  restore  these  cuts 
for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  The  desire  to  have  the  school  lunch 
program  an  educational  program  in  food  and 
nutrition  available  to  all  children,  rather 
than  to  change  the  school  lunch  program  to 
a  welfare  program.  Under  the  existing  pro¬ 
gram,  the  economically  disadvantaged  are 
permitted  free  lunches. 

2.  The  economic  difficulty  that  would  be 
encountered  by  large  families  that  would  not 
come  under  the  economically  deprived 
formula. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Respectfully  yours, 

David  M.  Russell, 
Superintendent  of  Schools. 


The  Cooperative  School  Service 
Center,  University  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  / 

Amherst,  Mass.,  March  22,  1966. 
Hon.  Edward  P.  Boland, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Boland:  School  administrators 
are  showing  great  concern  about  proposed 
legislation  to  curtail  Federal  reimbursement 
and  surplus  foods  for  school  lunch  programs. 
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Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  a  resolution  unani¬ 
mously  passed  by  the  superintendents  of  the 
school  systems  belonging  to  the  Cooperative 
School  Service  Center  at  the  University  of 
Massachusetts,  an  organization  consisting  of 
54  school  systems  in  Western  New  England. 

We  respectfully  request  your  support  for 
this  resolution,  and  trust  that  every  effort 
will  be  made  to  maintain  the  present  school 
lunch  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Clifford  V.  Jones, 
Executive  Secretary. 


West  Springfield  Public  Schools, 

West  Springfield,  Mass.,  March  18, 1966. 
Hon.  Edward  P.  Boland, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Honorable  Sir:  What  our  children  eat  is 
important  for  building  and  repairing  body 
tissues;  to  regulate  and  maintain  body  pro¬ 
cesses;  and  to  supply  energy  for  body  heat 
and  activity. 

Children  eating  well-balanced  meals  daily 
have  a  greater  chance  to  maintain  good 
health.  This  is  the  aim  of  all  school  lunch 
menus,  as  they  are  planned  to  meet  at  least 
one-third  of  the  children’s  daily  nutritional 
requirements.  Good  food  is  basic. 

A  school  lunch  program  has  far  reaching 
health  and  educational  benefits  for  pupils 
now  and  throughout  their  lives. 

Let  us  continue  to  serve  our  youth  with 
the  program. 

Yours  truly, 

Chris  Grammaticas, 

School  Superintendent. 

Elementary  school  principals: 

Chester  T.  Somers,  elementary  superin¬ 
tendent,  Alice  R.  Brutnell,  Joseph 
J.  DeLeo,  Genevieve  W.  Coccehi,  Dor¬ 
othy  Standish,  Mary  R.  Godfrey, 
Donald  F.  Genrette,  Paul  E.  Dion. 

Secondary  school  principals: 

Robert  C.  Shields,  J.  Joseph  French, 
Robert  I.  Ryan,  James  C.  Bampos. 

South  Hadley  Public  Schools, 

South  Hadley  Falls,  Mass., 

March  22, 1966. 

Hon.  Edward  P.  Boland, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Boland:  It  again  becomes 
necessary  for  me  to  communicate  with  your 
office  to  bring  to  your  attention  a  recent  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  South  Hadley  School  committee. 

At  their  meeting  on  March  14,  they  unani¬ 
mously  instructed  me  to  bring  to  your  atten¬ 
tion  their  deep  concern  regarding  the  pro¬ 
posed  cutbacks  in  the  school  lunch  and  spe¬ 
cial  milk  sections  of  the  administrative 
budget.  Their  lengthy  discussion  concerning 
this  legislation  indicated  a  sharp  disagree¬ 
ment  with  the  proposed  budget  reductions. 

Special  note  was  made  of  Senator  Prox- 
mire’s  Senate  bill  which  would  continue  the 
special  milk  program  on  a  permanent  basis. 

It  is  our  sincere  desire  that  you  do  all  in 
your  power  to  prevent  the  proposed  reduc¬ 
tions  and,  at  the  same  time,  support  those 
measures  in  existence  or  proposed  that  will 
continue  these  programs  as  have  been  in 
effect  since  1946  and  1954. 

Many  thanks  for  your  attention  to  the 
above  issues. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald  W.  Hoar, 

Superintendent  of  Schools  and  Secre¬ 
tary  to  School  Committee. 

The  Public  Schools, 

North  Brookfield,  East  Brookfield, 

Mass.,  March  18,  1966. 
Hon.  Edward  P.  Boland, 

Representative,  Second  Congressional  Dis¬ 
trict,  House  Office  Building,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Dear  Representative  Boland:  As  super¬ 
intendent  of  schools  for  the  towns  of  North 


Brookfield  and  East  Brookfield,  Mass.,  I  have 
many  and  varied  responsibilities.  One  of 
them  includes  protecting  and  maintaining 
the  school  lunch  program. 

Consequently,  I  am  opposed  to  the  proposed 
reduction  in  the  school  lunch  program.  I 
speak  for  the  school  committees  of  both 
towns;  the  parents  and  taxpayers  of  both 
towns;  as  well  as  for  all  the  1,200  children 
involved.  Because  of  this,  I  appeal  to  you 
to  make  yourself  heard  opposing  this  reduc¬ 
tion  in  Federal  funds. 

Sincerely, 

Martin  D.  Leach, 
Superintendent  of  Schools. 

Belchertown  Public  Schools, 
Belchertown,  Mass.,  March  4,  1966. 
Hon.  Edward  P.  Boi.and, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Representative  Boland:  This  is  to 
express  my  grave  concern  over  the  serious 
outs  in  support  for  the  school  lunch  program 
which  are  proposed  by  the  administration. 

We  are  already  feeling  the  impact  of  re¬ 
duced  quantities  of  surplus  foods.  The  out¬ 
look  ahead  is  for  even  fewer  such  com¬ 
modities. 

The  proposed  reductions  in  milk  and  lunch 
subsidies  mean  that  the  local  community 
will  simply  have  to  raise  more  money  to  keep 
an  excellent  program  going  or  pass  on  the 
added  costs  to  the  children  who  can  ill  af¬ 
ford  to  bear  them. 

I  strongly  urge  that  you  do  everything 
possible  to  restore  the  proposed  budget  cuts 
so  that  local  school  districts  may  continue 
operating  at  least  at  present  levels  for  the 
health  and  welfare  of  our  young  people. 
Very  truly  yours, 

Frank  M.  Dunn,  Jr., 
Superintendent  of  Schools. 

March  14, 1966. 

Hon.  Edward  P.  Boland, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Boland:  This  letter  is 
regarding  the  proposed  Federal  budget  cut  of 
$98  million  in  the  school  lunch  program  and 
the  special  milk  program. 

Concerning  President  Johnson’s  proposed 
cut,  we  feel  such  a  cut  would  Jeopardize  the 
health  and  welfare  of  our  Nation’s  children. 
All  children  regardless  of  financial  back¬ 
ground  should  benefit  from  getting  enough 
milk  every  day,  and  they  should  have  the 
opportunity  to  buy  this  milk  at  low  cost. 
Also,  all  children  should  be  allowed  to  have 
a  good,  well-balanced  lunch  at  low  cost. 

The  school  lunch  program  and  special  milk 
program  play  an  important  part  in  the  edu¬ 
cational  process  of  our  children.  The  pro¬ 
posed  cut  would  mean  the  end  of  hot  meals 
in  many  schools  and  an  increase  in  the 
prices  by  possibly  50  percent.  Due  to  this  in¬ 
crease  in  prices,  many  children  would  have  to 
bring  lunches  from  home  which  would  not 
be  able  to  match  pricewise  or  nutritionwise 
the  value  of  the  school  prepared  hot  lunch. 

It  is  indeed  unfortunate  that  the  children 
of  this  country  will  be  the  first  to  suffer 
from  this  proposed  budget  cut.  Since  this 
Nation  spends  vast  amounts  of  money  on 
health,  welfare,  and  education  programs  for 
the  rest  of  the  world,  it  can  certainly  afford 
to  continue  its  support  for  school  lunch 
programs.  Let  charity  begin  at  home  and 
provide  our  Nation’s  children  first. 

Since  the  school  lunch  program  is  non¬ 
profit  and  meals  are  priced  on  a  cost  basis, 
this  proposed  budget  cut  would  mean  still 
further  losses  to  the  schools  due  to  reduc¬ 
tion  in  cash  reimbursement  or  surplus  com¬ 
modities.  Already  there  has  been  a  serious 
depletion  in  surpluses  and  foods  once  con¬ 
sidered  as  surplus  commodities  are  no  longer 
available  to  the  school  lunch  program.  Many 
of  these  surpluses  are  the  high-protein  foods 
that  are  essential  to  children’s  diets. 
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We  urge  you,  Congressman,  not  to  sacrifice 
our  children’s  nutrition;  speak  out  against 
this  proposed  budget  cut. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Genevieve  T.  Hudzikiewicz, 

Mary  Mruk. 

Helen  Pekula. 

Valentine  School,  Chicopee,  Mass. 

Springfield  Girls’  Club,  Inc, 

Springfield,  Mass.,  March  18, 1966. 
Hon.  Edward  P.  Boland, 

The  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  The  proposed  cut  in  Federal 
funds  for  special  milk  programs  for  children 
has  Just  been  brought  to  our  attention  by 
John  C.  Stalker,  Director  of  the  Office  Of 
School  Lunch  Programs. 

The  Springfield  Girls’  Club  serves  children 
from  needy  and  low  income  families 
throughout  the  year  and  especially  in  its 
summer  camp  program.  For  the  past  several 
years,  we  have  enjoyed  the  privilege  of  being 
able  to  give  these  children  an  extra  daily 
allotment  of  fresh  milk  because  of  this  fine 
special  milk  program. 

It  would  seem  to  us  that  the  future  nutri¬ 
tional  needs  of  children  are  being  over¬ 
looked — even  the  health  of  our  future  citi¬ 
zens  being  Jeopardized — by  the  discontinu¬ 
ance  of  this  program. 

Agencies  such  as  ours — and  there  are  many 
of  them — trying  to  meet  overwhelming  needs 
with  small  budgets  can  attest  to  the  value 
of  the  milk  program.  We  trust  that  you 
will  do  everything  in  your  power  to  restore 
this  aid  to  us. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Mrs.  Bernice  G.  Leslie, 

Executive  Director. 

Camp  Norwich, 

Huntington,  Mass.,  March  7, 1966. 
Representative  Edward  Boland, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Boland:  The  Camp  Norwich 
Board  of  Directors  has  Just  been  advised  by 
Mr.  John  C.  Stalker,  Director  of  the  Office 
of  School  Lunch  Programs,  that  the  special 
support  for  the  milk  program  and  the  USDA 
commodity  program  is  being  reduced  for  the 
fiscal  year  starting  July  1, 1966. 

During  the  past  several  years  the  Camp 
Norwich  Board  of  Directors  has  been  partic¬ 
ularly  pleased  that  it  was  able  to  participate 
in  both  of  these  programs  in  order  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  more  nourishing  diet  to  the  campers. 
The  reimbursement  moneys  were  credited 
directly  to  the  camp  program  to  provide  a 
reduction  of  normal  fees  as  a  further  benefit 
to  the  people  participating  in  this  private 
agency  program. 

We  would  urge  a  reconsideration  by  the 
Congress  of  this  reduction  in  support,  so 
that  young  people  who  are  attending  camp 
and  summer  schools  may  continue  to  bene¬ 
fit  from  these  programs.  Your  attention  to 
this  matter  is  solicited. 

Respectfully, 

Raymond  J.  Ferguson,  Jr, 

Executive  Secretary. 


Pioneer  Valley 
Girl  Scout  Council,  Inc, 
Springfield,  Mass.,  March  17, 1966. 

Dear  Sir  :  I  should  like  to  request  that  you 
do  all  within  your  power  to  support  the 
restoration  of  funds  for  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  and  for  USDA  commodities  for  use  in 
summer  camps. 

My  special  interest  lies  with  the  camps 
operated  by  the  Pioneer  Valley  Girl  Scout 
Council  of  Springfield,  Mass,  where  for  many 
years  the  special  milk  program  and  the  use 
of  surplus  foods  have  helped  to  keep  camp 
fees  within  the  reach  of  girls  from  lower 
income  groups.  An  increase  in  fees  which 
might  be  necessitated  by  loss  of  these  aids 
could  create  real  hardship  for  many  families, 
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or  make  it  impossible  for  many  children  to 
have  the  advantages  of  summer  camp. 

Any  effort  you  may  be  able  to  make  in  this 
area  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Bertha  Mead, 

Mrs.  Milton  Mead, 

President. 

Agawam  Junior  High  School, 
Agawam,  Mass v  March  17, 1966. 
Hon.  Edward  P.  Boland, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Boland:  For  the  20 
years  of  its  existence,  I  have  worked  in  the 
school  lunch  program  at  the  Agawam  Junior 
High  School.  During  this  time  I  have  seen 
the  local  program  grow  to  the  point  where 
it  is  definitely  filling  a  need.  Curtailment 
of  the  Federal  funds  and  the  resulting  in¬ 
crease  in  the  cost  of  a  meal,  I  am  sure,  will 
make  it  impossible  for  students  who  need  a 
hot  lunch  to  afford  to  get  one. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Florence  Wojnarowicz, 

School  Lunch  Manager. 


Safe  Deposit  Bank  &  Trust  Co., 
Springfield,  Mass.,  March  11,  1966. 
Hon.  Edward  P.  Boland, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Representative  Boland  :  I  should  like 
to  request  that  you  do  all  within  your  power 
to  support  the  restoration  of  funds  for  the 
special  milk  program  and  for  USDA  com¬ 
modities  for  use  in  summer  camps. 

My  special  interest  lies  with  the  camps 
operated  by  the  Pioneer  Valley  Girl  Scout 
Council  of  Springfield,  Mass.,  where  for  many 
years  the  special  milk  program  and  the  use 
of  surplus  foods  have  helped  to  keep  camp 
fees  within  the  reach  of  girls  from  lower  in¬ 
come  groups.  An  increase  in  fees  which 
might  be  necessitated  by  loss  of  these  aids 
could  create  real  hardship  for  many  families, 
or  make  it  impossible  for  many  children  to 
have  the  advantages  of  summer  camp. 

Any  effort  you  may  be  able  to  make  in  this 
area  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 

Respectfully, 

Whitney  C.  Stiles, 

Treasurer. 


Chapin  Street  PTA, 
Ludlow,  Mass.,  April  18,  1966. 
Hon.  Edward  P.  Boland, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Boland:  The  Chapin  Street  PTA 
of  Ludlow  is  deeply  concerned  with  the  pro¬ 
posed  budget  cuts  in  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  which  will  reduce  the  school  lunch 
appropriation  by  $19  million.  The  proposed 
cut  in  the  school  lunch  budget  would  mean 
an  increase  in  the  prices  of  the  lunch.  This 
could  well  mean  the  end  of  the  hot  lunch 
program  in  Ludlow,  as  it  is  a  certainty  that 
many  more  children  will  carry  their  lunch 
to  school. 

We  ask  that  you  give  this  proposed  budget 
cut  your  deepest  consideration  and  vote 
against  it.  It  can  prove  to  be  nothing  but 
detrimental  to  the  communities  in  which 
many  children  will  no  longer  be  able  to  avail 
themselves  of  this  very  worthwile  program. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Phyllis  Bernatowicz 
Mrs.  Stanley  Bernatowicz, 
Secretary,  Chapin  Street  PTA. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  ex¬ 
pressing  my  support  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  fiscal  1967,  I  wish  to 
extend  commendations  to  the  able  chair¬ 
man  and  members  of  the  committee  for 
their  painstaking  work  on  the  measure 
before  the  House.  My  colleagues  are 


aware  that  the  administration  singled 
out  agricultural  activities  for  drastic 
budget  reductions  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 
As  a  result  of  these  proposals,  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  faced  with  an  unusually  large 
number  of  congressional  and  public  wit¬ 
nesses  seeking  restoration  of  many  of 
the  proposed  reductions.  Throughout 
the  many  hours  of  hearings,  the  mem¬ 
bers  demonstrated  patience  and  under¬ 
standing  of  public  desires. 

The  bill  before  the  House  truly  repre¬ 
sents  the  “will  of  the  people.’’  And 
equally  important,  it  will  allow  the  Nation 
to  maintain  its  unparalleled  leadership 
role  in  the  field  of  agriculture.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  many  longstanding  and  popular 
Federal-State  directed  agriculture  pro¬ 
grams  will  be  continued  for  the  benefit 
of  rural  America. 

I  was  particularly  pleased  to  note  that 
the  committee  has  reversed  the  direction 
proposed  in  the  1967  budget.  The  resto¬ 
ration  of  $12,204,400  for  Agriculture  Re¬ 
search  Service  is  important  to  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  Under  the  proposed  reduc¬ 
tions,  wheat  research  would  have  been 
virtually  eliminated  in  our  area.  These 
funds  will  allow  the  research  programs 
to  continue  with  far-reaching  benefits. 
Funds  were  also  restored  for  Cooperative 
Research  Service,  special  milk  and  school 
lunch  programs,  and  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 
was  approved  at  the  present  year’s  level. 
I  concur  with  the  above  actions. 

I  also  favor  the  committee’s  disap¬ 
proval  of  the  administration  proposal  to 
shift  $10  million  in  payments  to  States 
from  formula  provisions  of  section  3(c) 
to  nonformula  provisions  of  section  3(d) 
of  the  Smith-Lever  Act.  My  support  is 
further  directed  to  the  committee’s  ac¬ 
tion  restoring  the  rural  electrification 
and  telephone  authorizations  to  the  1966 
level,  with  appropriate  contingency  re¬ 
serves. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  author¬ 
ized  $380,000  beyond  the  administration 
budget  for  construction  of  a  soil  and  wa¬ 
ter  laboratory  at  Pendleton,  Oreg.  This 
facility  will  conduct  research  to  develop 
technology  to  insure  the  preservation  of 
our  most  fertile  soils  and  the  better  utili¬ 
zation  of  soil  moistures.  I  want  to  ex¬ 
tend  my  thanks  to  the  chairman  and 
members  of  the  subcommittee  for  their 
understanding  cooperation  and  assist¬ 
ance  in  getting  this  project  underway. 
It  is  of  grqat  importance  to  me  and  the 
citizens  of  my  congressional  district. 

I  urge  my  fellow  Members  to  join  in 
supporting  the  total  appropriation  of 
$6,909,027,000  included  in  this  bill.  It  is 
vital  to  our  continued  leadership  in  the 
field  of  agriculture,  and  to  the  well-being 
of  the  citizens  of  rural  America. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  support  H.R.  14596,  and  especially  to 
congratulate  all  those  who  rallied  to  de¬ 
fend  the  school  lunch  program. 

Food  for  children  is  our  best  invest¬ 
ment.  Children  are  not  only  our  indi¬ 
vidual  pride  and  joy,  they  are  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  hope  for  the  future.  During  their 
school  years — years  of  rapid  growth  and 
development — they  build  the  muscle,  the 
nerve,  the  heart  and  the  brain  with  which 
they  will  serve  themselves  and  their  Na¬ 
tion  for  all  the  years  and  decades  they 


will  have  on  earth.  The  deficiencies  of 
diet,  the  malnutritions  of  that  period, 
comes  back  later  to  haunt  us  as  a  nation. 
All  too  frequently  we  pay  the  bitter  cost 
in  terms  of  youth  unable  to  pass  health 
examinations;  in  illness,  hospitalization, 
and  even  death  during  the  productive 
years  of  life;  and  perhaps  most  serious, 
in  a  lack  of  robust  health  and  energy  of 
people  who  otherwise  would  make  more 
adequate  contributions  to  society. 

Fully  restored,  this  fund  is  not  actually 
a  costly  program.  In  fiscal  year  1966  the 
Federal  contribution  per  lunch  was  about 
10  cents,  of  which  4!/2  cents  was  cash  and 
5  V2  cents  was  in  the  form  of  usable  com¬ 
modities.  This  is  indeed  a  small  price  to 
pay  to  assure  one  good  meal  of  vital  pro¬ 
tective  and  energy  foods  for  a  growing 
child.  These  programs  have  done  more 
than  any  other  Federal  program  to  im¬ 
prove  diet  for  millions  of  our  children. 
To  continue,  even  to  expand  the  program 
would  be  consistent  with  our  laudable 
efforts  in  fighting  malnutrition. 

Even  so,  it  is  not  easy  to  buck  the 
budget  proposals  in  the  face  of  the  vari¬ 
ous  and  several  understandable  pressures 
for  economy  more  generally.  Hence 
those  who  have  stood  firm  for  food  for 
our  children  are  to  be  thanked  and  con¬ 
gratulated  for  their  hard  sense  and  cour¬ 
age  in  a  good  cause.- 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  action  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  this  afternoon  is  extremely  gratify¬ 
ing  to  those  of  us  who  have  been  working 
so  hard  on  behalf  of  the  restoration  of 
funds  vital  to  agricultural  programs. 

The  school  lunch  and  milk  programs 
have  proven  themselves  over  the  years 
and  I  would  have  hated  to  have  had  any¬ 
thing  happen  to  them. 

I  am  sure  all  Iowans  are  pleased  with 
this  action  of  Congress.  Not  only  are 
we  concerned  for  the  health  and  welfare 
of  our  schoolchildren,  but  we  are  con¬ 
cerned  for  the  long-term  effects  that  soil 
and  water  conservation  will  have  on  our 
Nation. 

The  administration  efforts  to  reduce 
expenditures  are  necessary  and  com¬ 
mendable,  but  I  am  afraid  that  I  cannot 
agree  that  the  recommendations  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  were  wise.  Econ¬ 
omy  in  Government  is  important,  but  it 
would  have  been  extremely  shortsighted 
and  false  economy  to  make  cuts  in  pro¬ 
grams  that  are  so  vital  to  the  productive 
capacity  of  our  country. 

The  actions  of  some  of  my  colleagues 
distressed  me  a  great  deal.  Minority  ef¬ 
forts  to  cut  funds  for  soil  conservation, 
REA  loans,  and  the  FHA  program  were 
ill  conceived  and  politically  inspired.  I 
do  not  believe  Iowans  favor  this  kind  of 
economy.  I  am  pleased  with  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  VIVIAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  most  of 
the  programs  funded  in  H.R.  14596,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  appropria¬ 
tions  bill  for  fiscal  year  1967,  are  pro¬ 
grams  to  assure  adequate  market  prices 
to  fanners  through  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation;  or  to  support  re¬ 
search  to  stimulate  future  productivity  of 
farm  lands;  or  to  aid  rural  communities 
to  develop  needed  economic  resources. 
However,  two  particular  programs  in  this 
bill  directly  affect  not  only  farmers  but 
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also  a  very  broad  cross  section  of  Amer¬ 
ican  citizens;  the  special  milk  program 
and  the  school  lunch  program. 

The  Federal  Government  has  contrib¬ 
uted  to  school  lunch  programs  since 
1936.  Since  then,  probably  a  hundred 
million  children  have  had  the  benefit  of 
a  daily  half-pint  of  milk,  and  of  very 
reasonably  priced  hot  lunches.  In  1965, 
for  example,  daily  hot  lunches  were 
served  at  reduced  cost  to  18  million  chil¬ 
dren  in  71,000  public  and  nonprofit 
schools. 

President  Johnson  early  this  year  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  special  milk  and  school 
lunch  programs  be  limited  to  children 
of  poor  families,  and  that  the  funds 
thereby  saved  be  used  to  provide  hot 
breakfasts  also.  His  proposal  has  evi¬ 
dent  merit.  But  educators  in  my  dis¬ 
tinct  tell  me  that  they  are  most  anxious 
to  avoid  any  legislative  requirement  to 
identify  the  children  of  the  poor  to  their 
schoolmates,  for  they  believe  all  the  chil¬ 
dren  will  be  detrimentally  affected. 
Therefore,  I  support  the  Agriculture 
Committee’s  recommendation  to  continue 
the  special  milk  and  hot  lunch  programs 
as  presently  authorized. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time  and  ask  that 
the  Clerk  read. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Payments  and  expenses 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  for  grants  for  cooperative  forestry 
and  other  research,  for  facilities,  and  for 
other  expenses,  including  $48,113,000,  to  carry 
Into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act, 
approved  March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the 
Act  approved  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  361a- 
3611),  Including  administration  by  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture; 
$2,500,000  for  grants  for  cooperative  forestry 
research  under  the  Act  approved  October  10, 
1962  (16  U.S.C.  582a-582a-7) ;  $2,000,000  In 
addition  to  funds  otherwise  available  for 
contracts  and  grants  for  scientific  research 
under  the  Act  of  August  4,  1965  (79  Stat. 
431);  $2,000,000  for  grants  for  facilities  un¬ 
der  the  Act  approved  July  22,  1963  (77  Stat. 
90);  $310,000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agri¬ 
cultural  experiment  stations  under  section 
6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended;  and 
$304,000  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Co¬ 
operative  State  Research  Service,  including 
administration  of  payments  to  State  agri¬ 
cultural  experiment  stations,  funds  for  em¬ 
ployment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence 
of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 
(5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  for 
employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a);  in  all,  $55,- 
227,000. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  only 
to  engage  in  a  bit  of  colloquy  here  with 
my  distinguished  chairman,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten] 
with  reference  to  this  item  of  coopera¬ 
tive  State  research  where  we  have  an 
amount  aggregating  $48,113,000  and  sev¬ 
eral  other  items.  We  do  not  single  out 
here  $400,000  for  production  research  for 
soybeans.  Surely  it  would  be  the  con¬ 
tention  of  the  chairman;  would  it  not, 


that  that  work  would  go  forward  with 
roughly  that  amount  of  $400,000,  for  pro¬ 
duction  research  on  soybeans? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  May  I  say  to  my  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  committee  in 
transferring  these  funds  from  the  indi¬ 
vidual  item  over  to  this  item,  to  be  certain 
that  the  work  is  carried  on  in  the  in¬ 
creased  amount  the  the  gentleman  men¬ 
tioned.  I  would  take  this  time  to  say  that 
one  of  the  bright  spots  in  overall  Ameri¬ 
can  agriculture  is  the  soybean  and  I  think 
this  would  be  a  very  fine  investment  and 
it  certainly  was  the  intention  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  do  as  the  gentleman  suggests. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  thank  the  gentleman, 
and  would  say  further  for  the  record, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  Nation’s  farmers  are 
being  urged  to  plant  more  soybeans  this 
spring  to  meet  an  unprecedented  need 
for  this  versatile  crop.  Its  vital  oil  and 
protein  supply  is  in  great  demand. 

This  is  significant  to  farmers  of  my 
own  district,  who  produced  10,547,000 
bushels  of  soybeans  on  373,800  acres  in 
1964,  according  to  the  latest  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  figures  available  for 
county  production. 

Undoubtedly,  figures  for  1965  will  show 
an  increase  in  production  in  my  district 
in  1965  when  Illinois  production  soared 
to  174  million  bushels,  an  increase  of  30 
million  bushels  over  1964,  putting  the 
State  far  ahead  as  the  leading  soybean 
producing  State  in  the  country. 

And  yet  more  soybeans  are  needed. 
The  National  Soybean  Crop  Improvement 
Council  of  Urbana,  Ill.,  in  conjunction 
with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
is  urging  farmers  to  plant  more  soybeans 
this  spring  and  increase  their  yields  with 
better  methods  and  management.  The 
goal  of  a  nationwide  drive  is  3.5  million 
more  acres,  nearly  10  percent  more  than 
last  year’s  national  planting  of  34.5  mil¬ 
lion  acres. 

There  is  a  great  need  for  soybean’s  rich 
protein  not  only  for  livestock  and  poultry 
feeds  and  many  other  product  uses,  but 
to  feed  the  undernourished  millions  of 
the  world  in  the  war  on  hunger. 

The  National  Soybean  Crop  Improve¬ 
ment  Council  points  out  also  advantages 
to  the  farmer  in  growing  soybeans.  Re¬ 
quiring  less  cost  and  labor  than  many 
other  profitable  crops,  soybeans  have 
definitely  come  into  their  own  as  a 
“money”  crop. 

By  improving  control  of  weeds  and 
insects,  better  selection  of  adaptable 
seeds,  improved  harvesting  practices, 
yields  of  from  10  to  15  bushels  above  the 
national  average  of  25  bushels  to  the 
acre  are  possible  the  council  points  out 
in  a  special  issue  of  its  publication,  Soy¬ 
bean  News,  which  is  available  to  farmers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION 
SERVICE 

Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of 
the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service,  including  expenses  to  formulate 
and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by  title 
III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
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1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393);  Sugar 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161) ; 
sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  16(d),  16(e),  16(f), 
and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g- 
590q;  7  U.S.C.  1010-1011);  subtitles  B  and 
C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837, 
1802-1814,  and  1816);  and  laws  pertaining 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  $126,- 
558,000:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to 
exceed  $75,803,600  may  be  transferred  to  and 
merged  with  this  appropriation  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  fund  (in¬ 
cluding  not  to  exceed  $30,008,000  under  the 
limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
administrative  expenses)  :  Provided  further. 
That  other  funds  made  available  to  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service  for  authorized  activities  may  be  ad¬ 
vanced  to  and  merged  with  this  appropria¬ 
tion:  Provided  further.  That  no  part  of  the 
funds  appropriated  or  made  available  under 
this  Act  shall  be  used  (1)  to  influence  the 
vote  in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence 
agricultural  legislation,  except  as  permitted 
in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries  or  other 
expenses  of  members  of  county  and  com¬ 
munity  committees  established  pursuant  to 
section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  for  en¬ 
gaging  in  any  activities  other  than  advisory 
and  supervisory  duties  and  delegated  pro¬ 
gram  functions  prescribed  in  administrative 
regulations. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of- 
er  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Whitten:  On 
page  20,  line  24,  strike  out  "$126,558,000”  and 
insert  "$128,558,000.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  the  amendment  on  behalf  of  the 
committee.  The  committee  made  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $11,074,000  in  this  agency,  in¬ 
cluding  CCC  transfers  for  administra¬ 
tive  expenses.  A  further  review  of  the 
workload  of  the  agency,  particularly 
with  reference  to  performance  under 
contracts  signed  by  the  Government, 
which  will  cost  in  excess  of  $1  billion  an¬ 
nually,  causes  us  to  believe  that  perhaps 
we  had  been  a  little  too  tight  on  this 
item.  In  order  to  make  certain  that 
there  are  sufficient  funds  to  make  ade¬ 
quate  performance  checks  and  to  keep 
the  county  and  State  offices  at  a  level 
where  this  job  can  be  performed,  I  have 
offered  this  amendment  after  checking 
with  members  of  the  subcommittee. 

I  also  announce  at  this  time  that  sub¬ 
sequently  an  amendment  will  be  offered 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  the  cropland 
adjustment  program  by  $35  million.  So 
while  we  would  increase  the  amount  of 
this  program,  later  we  shall  offer  an 
amendment  which  will  save  $35  million, 
which  comes  from  the  fact  that  we  are 
convinced  that  the  funds  will  not  be 
needed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  suggest  that  the 
amendment  be  adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  21,  line  2: 
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Sugar  act  program. 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect 
the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7 
U.S.C.  1101-1161),  $80,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding 
fiscal  year. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FINDLEY 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findley:  On 
page  21,  on  line  23,  strike  the  period,  and 
insert  a  colon  and  the  following:  “ Provided , 
That  none  of  these  funds  shall  be  used  to 
make  payments  exceeding  in  the  aggregate 
$100,000  to  any  sugar  producer." 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  is  recognized  for  5  minutes 
in  support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  last 
year  an  amendment  was  offered  to  im¬ 
pose  a  $50,000-a-year  top  on  the  amount 
that  any  farmer  could  get  under  any 
single  farm  program.  The  figure  placed 
in  this  amendment  is  twice  that.  It  is 
$100,000  a  year.  Almost  any  figure  from 
that  figure  on  down  would  have  been 
quite  appropriate,  in  my  view. 

These  past  few  months  I  have  asked 
my  constituents  in  a  survey  if  they 
would  favor  a  $3,000-a-year  limitation 
on  direct  payments  to  farmers.  The 
answer  is  overwhelmingly  affirmative, 
about  5  to  1.  I  am  sure  they  they  would 
certainly  be  in  accord  with  a  limitation. 

It  seems  to  me  that  paying  $100,000  a 
year  out  of  the  U.S.  Treasury  to  a  single 
sugar  producer  is  a  very  generous  act, 
particularly  at  a  time  like  this,  when  we 
have  budget  problems  and  when  there 
are  inflationary  pressures  which  can  be 
traced  directly  to  Government  fiscal  pol¬ 
icies.  So  I  hope  that  this  body  will  be 
in  accord  with  this  moderate  limitation 
upon  payments  to  any  single  sugar  pro¬ 
ducer. 

As  I  mentioned  a  little  earlier  today, 
the  top  25  payments  to  sugar  producers 
ranged  from  a  high  of  over  $1  million  a 
year  to  a  low  of  over  $100,000  a  year. 
This  amendment  would  apply,  at  the 
most,  to  about  25  or  30  individual  sugar 
producers  in  this  country.  They  would 
not  be  impoverished,  because  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  would  still  be 
authorized  to  make  the  very  munificent 
payment  of  $100,000  a  year. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  come  from  a  small 
farm  area.  I  grew  up  on  a  small  farm. 
I  do  not  believe  there  is  anyone  in  Con¬ 
gress  who  has  a  deeper  and  greater  feel¬ 
ing  for  the  small  farmer  than  I  do.  But 
the  secret  of  success  of  our  economy  has 
been  that  farming,  like  automobile 
building,  and  many  other  things,  has 
gotten  to  a  point  where  it  is  done  on  a 
commercial  scale.  If  we  attempt  here 
to  push  back  the  amount  of  participation 
in  producing  sugar,  sugar  will  be  sold  at 
$1  a  pound.  I  say  that  advisedly. 

The  sections  which  will  be  affected  run 
from  Hawaii  to  Puerto  Rico,  through  the 
beet  areas  of  the  West,  throughout  the 
United  States,  and  Southern  States  into 
Florida. 

Let  me  explain  to  you  what  is  involved. 
This  is  about  the  only  nation  through¬ 
out  recent  history  which  has  had  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  sugar  at  a  reasonable 


price.  Even  when  other  things  have 
gone  up  tremendously,  sugar  has  been  in 
ample  supply  and  has  been  reasonably 
cheap,  as  compared  with  prices  in  other 
countries. 

The  Government  levies  a  processing 
tax  on  sugar,  which  is  a  part  of  this  re¬ 
tail  price.  Nothwithstanding  that,  the 
retail  price  is  at  a  very  low  level,  com¬ 
paratively. 

These  payments  of  taxes  go  to  the 
Treasury  and  form  a  basis  for  paying 
out  money  to  the  producers  in  line  with 
the  amount  produced.  If  we  were  to  limit 
the  amount  that  went  to  a  single  pro¬ 
ducer,  this  would  make  the  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  break  down  into  very  small  opera¬ 
tions.  I  say  again  that  sugar  prices 
will  probably  become  $1  a  pound,  as  they 
are  in  some  other  places  in  the  world. 

While  the  amount  is  large  which  may 
be  paid,  that  amount  has  been  collected 
by  taxes.  The  largeness  of  the  pay¬ 
ment  is  brought  about  by  the  big  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  operators. 

Let  us  not  go  back  and  try  to  feed  a 
nation  of  194  million  people  with  a  horse, 
or  mule,  and  a  plowshare.  Let  us  not  go 
back  to  building  automobiles  by  hand. 
That  is  what  this  amendment  would  lead 
to.  I  hope  the  amendment  will  be 
defeated. 

Mr.  MOORE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Findley  amendment.  I 
feel  that  it  is  high  time  that  this  Nation 
put  the  other  free  nations  of  the  world 
on  notice  that  we  will  not  tolerate  their 
doing  business  as  usual  with  the  North 
Vietnamese  and  at  the  same  time  share 
the  agricultural  abundance  of  this  Na¬ 
tion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Agricultural  conservation  program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect 
the  program  authorized  in  sections  7  to  15, 
16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  February 
29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o), 
590p(a),  and  590q),  including  not  to  exceed 
$6,000  for  the  preparation  and  display  of 
exhibits,  including  such  displays  at  State, 
interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the 
United  States,  $220,000,000,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  December  31  of  the  next  succeed¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the  pro¬ 
grams  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 
conserving  practices  authorized  under  this 
head  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts,  1965 
and  1966,  carried  out  during  the  period  July 
1,  1964,  to  December  31,  1966,  inclusive: 
Provided,  That  none  of  the  funds  herein  ap¬ 
propriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  em¬ 
ployees  or  any  State  information  employees, 
but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of 
inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
county  level  to  individual  farmers:  Provided 
further.  That  no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the 
current  year’s  program  may  be  utilized  to 
provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for 
drainage  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wet¬ 
land  Types  3  (III),  4  (IV),  and  5  (V)  in 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Circular  39,  Wet¬ 
lands  of  the  United  States,  1956:  Provided 
further.  That  necessary  amounts  shall  be 
available  for  administrative  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  formulation  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  1967  program  of  soil-building 
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and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices,  in¬ 
cluding  related  wildlife  conserving  practices, 
under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as 
amended  (amounting  to  $220,000,000,  exclud¬ 
ing  administration,  except  that  no  partic¬ 
ipant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except 
where  the  participants  from  two  or  more 
farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved 
practices  designed  to  conserve  or  improve 
the  agricultural  resources  of  the  commu¬ 
nity)  :  Provided  further.  That  not  to  exceed 
5  per  centum  of  the  allocation  for  the  cur¬ 
rent  year’s  agricultural  conservation  program 
for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  such  county  committee  and  approval 
of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and 
allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  in  the  participating  counties,  and 
shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  for  any  purpose  other  than 
technical  and  other  assistance  in  such  coun¬ 
ties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  such  county  committee  and  approval 
of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per 
centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other 
Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for  the 
same  purpose  and  under  the  same  condi¬ 
tions:  Provided  further.  That  for  the  cur¬ 
rent  year’s  program  $2,500,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation 
practices:  Provided  further,  That  such 
amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase 
of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other 
farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  serv¬ 
ices,  and  making  grants  thereof  to  agricul¬ 
tural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out 
farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary 
under  programs  provided  for  herein:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  no  part  of  any  funds 
available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau, 
office,  corporation,  or  other  agency  consti¬ 
tuting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be 
used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any 
person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating 
the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  prevent  perni¬ 
cious  political  activities”,  approved  August 
2,  1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have 
violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section 
which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  payment  of  personal  services  or 
other  expenses  designed  to  influence  in  any 
manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or 
oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by 
Congress  except  upon  request  of  any  Member 
or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RUMSFELD 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  Mr,  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Rumsfeld:  On 
page  22,  line  8,  strike  out  "$220,000,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$100,000,000”. 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  commend  the  subcommittee  on 
their  work  on  this  very  important  piece 
of  legislation.  It  Is  reluctantly  that  I 
offer  this  amendment. 

The  amendment  is  simple.  On  page 
22,  line  8,  it  reduces  the  funds  for  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  from 
$220  to  $100  million.  This  represents  a 
savings  to  the  taxpayer  of  $120  million. 

This  $100  million  is  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  which  President  Johnson  sent  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  My 
amendment,  very  simply,  would  approve 
the  recommendation  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States  in  this  area. 

The  program  has  been  in  operation  for 
a  long  time.  Its  purpose,  of  course,  is 
to  demonstrate  and  to  encourage  farm¬ 
ers  to  institute  practices  primarily  for 
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soil  and  water  conservation.  Most  of 
the  practices  which  are  currently  being 
paid  for  under  this  program  of  $220 
million  a  year  are  well  established  and 
have  proved  to  be  profitable  on  the 
average  farm. 

I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  I  support 
this  principle  of  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  payments  program,  but  I  do 
believe  it  is  time  for  us  to  reduce  it.  I 
believe  this  is  particularly  true  in  view 
of  the  financial  situation  in  this  country 
in  this  year  and  our  commitments  across 
the  globe. 

Yes,  not  only  has  President  Johnson 
recommended  this  reduction,  but  I  be¬ 
lieve  three  Presidents  of  the  United 
States  have  recommended  similar  re¬ 
ductions.  President  Eisenhower,  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy,  and  President  Johnson  all 
have  recommended  that  this  program, 
which  was  started  in  1936,  I  believe,  be 
reduced  down  to  the  $100  million  level. 

I  believe  it  is  correct  to  assume  that 
these  recommendations  by  three  Presi¬ 
dents  were  based  on  the  premise  that 
$100  million  would  be  sufficient  to  carry 
out  the  permanent  type  practices  of  this 
program  which  means  so  much  in  the 
conservation  of  soil  and  of  water. 

Also,  the  reduction  is  supported  by  the 
American  Farm  Bureau. 

Clearly  it  is  time  for  Congress  to  try 
to  establish  priorities  in  Federal  spend¬ 
ing.  At  some  point  we  must  look  at  our 
resources  and  look  at  our  requirements 
and  try  to  put  those  requirements  in  an 
order  of  priority,  and  then  say,  “Let  us 
do  those  things  which  are  urgent,  to  be 
sure,  but  let  us  set  aside,  reduce,  or  post¬ 
pone  some  of  those  things  which  are  of 
a  less  urgent  nature.” 

This  is  the  reason  for  my  amendment. 

Let  me  try  to  illustrate  why  I  believe 
the  administration  was  wise  in  recom¬ 
mending  a  reduction  to  $100  million  for 
this  program  in  the  crop  year  of  1967. 
I  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  I  am  not 
picking  on  any  particular  State.  I  have 
chosen  the  States  of  Illinois,  Indiana,  and 
Iowa  because  I  believe  those  are  three 
of  the  great  agricultural  States  of  this 
Nation. 

The  practice  of  liming  soil  has  long 
since  been  demonstrated  by  the  experi¬ 
ments  of  the  USDA  and  of  the  State 
experiment  stations  to  be  profitable. 
But,  in  spite  of  that  fact,  what  is  the 
situation  in  those  three  States  with 
respect  to  liming? 

In  Illinois  liming  represented  43.9  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  ACP  payments  of  $8.5 
million  to  my  home  State  of  Illinois  in 
1964.  It  represented  44  percent  of  the 
total  of  $6.6  million  paid  out  in  the  State 
of  Indiana  for  liming  material.  In  the 
State  of  Iowa  it  was  a  lesser  amount, 
yet  it  was  25  percent  of  a  total  of  $10 
million  which  was  paid  to  the  farmers 
for  liming  materials. 

I  am  not  contending  that  no  cost  shar¬ 
ing  program  should  be  provided  for  lim¬ 
ing.  I  am  merely  saying  that  it  is  wrong 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  continue, 
year  after  year,  to  treat  the  land  for  soil 
acidity  when  this  has  long  been  estab¬ 
lished  as  a  profitable  practice.  Clearly 
this  program  can  be  reduced  this  year, 
as  President  Johnson  has  recommended. 


There  is  another  point  I  want  to  make 
in  connection  with  the  program.  It  re¬ 
lates  to  the  amount  of  money  being  util¬ 
ized  by  this  program  for  new  type  stor¬ 
age  reservoirs. 

I  fully  understand  that  storage  reser¬ 
voirs  are  a  necessary  part  of  water  con¬ 
servation,  but  the  point  I  want  to  make 
is  that  the  major  portion  of  the  money 
which  is  being  paid  out  for  storage  type 
reservoirs  is  for  livestock  watering  places, 
not  for  erosion  control  or  irrigation 
water. 

On  page  67  of  the  latest  report  of  the 
USDA  on  this  program  there  is  a  table 
which  shows  the  accumulative  total  of 
the  various  storage  type  reservoirs.  I  will 
give  a  few  examples. 

In  Arkansas  there  are  none  in  the  ero¬ 
sion  control  category,  there  are  2,400  for 
conserving  irrigation  water,  but  there  are 
69,000  for  livestock  water. 

In  Texas,  as  an  example,  erosion  con¬ 
trol  is  26,000,  irrigation  water  is  930 — 
yet,  listen  to  this,  292,649  are  for  live¬ 
stock  water. 

I  contend,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  though 
there  may  be  some  reason  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  subsidize  farmers  for  dig¬ 
ging  water  holes  for  their  livestock,  we 
would  be  hard  pressed  to  justify  such  an 
activity  on  a  sound  basis  to  the  extent 
recommended  in  this  bill  in  this  very, 
very  difficult  year.  This  is  particularly 
true  when  we  consider  the  fact  that  the 
primary  purpose  of  this  act  as  originally 
passed  was  soil  and  water  conservation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

(On  request  of  Mr.  Gerald  R.  Ford, 
and  by  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Rums¬ 
feld  was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  addi¬ 
tional  minutes.) 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  minority  lead¬ 
er. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  congratulate  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  for  offering  this 
amendment.  I  intend  to  vote  for  it.  I 
intend  to  vote  for  it  for  the  reasons  given 
by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  including 
the  fact  that  this  was  the  figure  that  was 
recommended  in  the  budget  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  President  Johnson  in  this  case,  as 
have  his  two  predecessors,  urged  that 
there  be  some  limitation  and  some  re¬ 
duction  in  the  expenditures  on  this  pro¬ 
gram.  I  think  President  Johnson  is 
right,  and  I  believe  his  predecessors  were 
right.  I  think  we  ought  to  approve  this 
amendment  and  bring  the  amount  down 
to  the  budgeted  figure. 

Mr.  RUMSFELD.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  conclude,  there  are 
a  few  important  points.  The  people  of 
this  country  want  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  to  act  responsibly  in  the 
conduct  of  our  fiscal  affairs  and  in  solv¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  problems  facing  us.  There 
is  increasing  talk  of  a  tax  increase  in  this 
country.  I  think  as  each  bill  and  each 
section  of  each  bill  comes  before  us  this 
year  we  must  ask  ourselves  if  we  are  in 
fact  establishing  the  proper  priorities. 


and  if  we  are  in  fact  balancing  each  pos¬ 
sible  expenditure  against  what  you  do  not 
want,  I  do  not  want,  and  which  no  one 
here  wants,  that  is,  an  additional  tax  in¬ 
crease  on  top  of  the  excise  tax  increases 
which  we  have  already  seen  this  year. 

I  think  the  fact  that  three  Presidents 
of  the  United  States  have  recommended 
a  reduction  from  the  $220  million  level 
to  $100  million  is  important  and  signifi¬ 
cant. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  very 
fact  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  in  office  today  has  said  that  this 
is  how  he  feels  we  in  this  country  should 
allocate  our  resources  is  significant.  I 
urge  Members  of  the  House  to  consider 
the  possibility  that  we  may  be  voting  on 
a  tax  increase  later  this  year.  Ask  your¬ 
selves  whether  or  not  $100  million  is  suffi¬ 
cient  for  these  programs  which  have  been 
in  existence  since  1936  and  have  done  a 
good  job  in  providing  the  initiative  and 
a  start  for  these  programs.  I  think 
clearly  we  can  reduce  them  by  $120  mil¬ 
lion  as  my  amendment  proposes  to  do. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  suggest  we  cannot 
afford  not  to  reduce  them. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  listened  with  in¬ 
terest  to  the  presentation  of  my  colleague 
from  Illinois.  May  I  say,  having  been 
in  Illinois  and  in  Iowa  and  in  the  area 
he  mentioned,  that  they  are  to  be  con¬ 
gratulated  on  the  very  fine  and  fertile 
soil  they  have.  But  this  is  a  nationwide 
program.  It  is  a  long  way  from  Vermont 
to  Florida,  and  from  Florida  to  Califor¬ 
nia  and  Oregon,  and  from  there  to  my 
State  and  many  other  sections  of  the 
United  States.  I  agree  that  this  is  a 
time  when  we  have  to  put  first  things 
first,  but  here  is  a  program  where  more 
than  1  million  Americans  put  up  an  equal 
amount  of  money,  plus  their  labor,  in 
order  to  try  to  save  the  soil  of  our  coun¬ 
try  for  the  future.  Here  is  a  program 
that  finances  510  technicians  to  help 
carry  out  the  programs  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service. 

Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  watershed 
program  of  this  Nation  is  one  of  the  finest 
steps  we  have  ever  taken  toward  leaving 
a  rich  country  for  our  children  and  our 
children’s  children.  I  am  proud  that  this 
subcommittee  some  years  ago  provided 
$5  million  over  the  President’s  budget  in 
order  to  set  up  62  pilot  watersheds  to 
show  the  value  of  this  program  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States. 

Yet  this  amendment  would  cut  out 
the  Federal  participation  to  the  extent 
of  about  one-third  in  doing  the  work  on 
those  watersheds  which  everybody  in  the 
Congress  has  come  to  us  and  asked  us 
to  restore,  unless  it  be  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois;  I  do  not  remember  him. 

So  this  amendment  is  more  far-reach¬ 
ing  than  it  appears.  This  amendment 
would  do  drastic  damage  to  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  and  to  the  watershed 
program  and  would  affect  a  million 
Americans  who  are  spending  their  money 
and  their  time  trying  to  preserve  a  rich, 
country  for  the  children  that  we  hope 
to  leave  it  to. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  House  will 
defeat  the  amendment. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Rumsfeld]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Rumsfeld) 
there  were — ayes  30,  noes  75. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Appalachian  region  conservation  program 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  for,  to  carry  into  effect  section  203  of 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
of  1965,  $2,200,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

Cropland  conversion  program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  promote  the  con¬ 
servation  and  economic  use  of  land  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  section  16(e)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
(16  U.S.C.  590h,  590p),  as  amended,  $7,500,- 
000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Cropland  adjustment  program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect 
a  cropland  adjustment  program  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of 
1965,  including  reimbursement  to  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  $125,000,000:  Provided, 
That  agreements  entered  into  during  the 
fiscal  year  1967  shall  not  require  payments 
during  the  calendar  year  1967  exceeding 
$95,000,000. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WHITTEN 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Whitten:  On 
page  25,  line  20,  strike  out  “$125,000,000”  and 
insert  “$90,000,000”;  and  on  page  26,  line  2, 
strike  out  “$95,000,000”  and  insert  “$80,- 
000,000”. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  is  offered  on  behalf  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  time  of  the  mark¬ 
up  of  the  bill  the  committee  was  advised 
that  the  sum  of  $125  million  rather  than 
the  $200  million  recommended  by  the 
Budget,  would  be  ample  to  carry  out  the 
cropland  adjustment  program,  due  to  the 
slowness  of  the  signups. 

Subsequent  to  our  markup,  we  have  re¬ 
checked  the  matter  and  we  are  convinced 
that  the  amount  suggested  here  of  $90 
million  will  be  ample  to  carry  out  the 
commitments  of  the  Government  under 
this  program. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope 
the  committee  will  accept  the  amend¬ 
ment  which,  in  effect,  would  cut  out  $35 
million  which  we  are  convinced  will  not 
be  needed. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  just  to 
say  very  briefly  that  I  support  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  wholeheartedly.  As  a 
matter  of  fact  I,  frankly,  would  like 
to  see  it  at  a  lower  figure.  I  would  point 
out  that  not  only  is  the  participation  In 
this  program  up  to  expectations  but  as 
I  predicted  in  an  exchange  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  participation 
in  the  other  feed  grains  programs  will 
be  down  this  year  over  last  year.  In 
my  own  district,  for  example,  we  found 
the  following: 


ASCS  wheat  and  feed  grain  programs — Acreage  participation 


County 

1965  base 
acres 

1965 

diverted 

1966  base 
acres 

1966 

diverted 

Participation  In 
programs  (percent) 

acres 

acres 

1965 

1966 

Bureau _ 

253,759 
97,  979 
137,780 
85,364 
127, 197 
37,  903 
85,  751 
174,  972 
152,  898 

38,000 
9,955 
24, 191 

253, 753 
97,606 
136,  264 
84,  660 
125,998 
37,903 
85,029 

31, 473 
7,393 
23, 711 
8, 765 
15,  675' 
1,301 
7,223 
17,  750 
15,036 

15.0 

12.4 

Marshall . . . . 

10.2 

7.6 

Mason . . . . 

17.6 

17.4 

Menard _ _ _ 

11,  361 
16, 255 
2,297 
10, 657 
18, 324 
15, 487 

13.3 

10.4 

I'eoria . . . . 

12.8 

12.3 

Putnam _ _ _ 

6. 1 

3.4 

Stark.  . . . . . 

12.4 

8.5 

Tazewell... _ _ _ _ 

173, 967 
152, 898 

10.5 

10.2 

Woodford. .  _  .  . . 

10.1 

9.8 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  STALBAUM.  Am  I  correct  in  as¬ 
suming  that  if  we  vote  for  the  amend¬ 
ment,  we  are  not,  in  fact,  voting  to  re¬ 
duce  the  program,  but  are  merely  voting 
upon  this  amount  because  it  is  all  that 
appears  to  be  needed  with  which  to 
carry  out  the  program? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  The  gentleman  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct.  There  is  no  intent  to 
cripple  the  program.  There  was  abso¬ 
lutely  no  testimony  in  the  hearings  that 
would  justify  a  figure  in  excess  of  this 
one  the  committee  brings  to  you. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Yes;  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  want  to  commend 
the  subcommittee  for  reducing  this  fig¬ 
ure  by  the  amount  in  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 
The  participation  has  fallen  off  because 
grain  crops  are  needed  to  alleviate  hun¬ 
ger  and  actual  starvation  in  many  parts 
of  the  world. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN,  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Loan  authorizations 

For  loans  In  accordance  with  said  Act,  and 
for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  7 
thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3(a)  of  said  Act,  and  to  re¬ 
main  available  without  fiscal  year  limitation 
in  accordance  with  section  3(c)  of  said  Act, 
as  follows:  Rural  electrification  program, 
$365,000,000,  of  which  $72,500,000  shall  be 
placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed  under  the 
same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that 
such  amount  is  required  during  the  current 
fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  conditions 
for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development 
of  the  rural  electrification  program;  and 
rural  telephone  program,  $97,000,000,  of 
which  $6,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to 
be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  re¬ 
quired  during  the  current  fiscal  year  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expedi¬ 
tious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural 
telephone  program. 


AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BOW 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bow:  On  page 
31,  line  5,  strike  out  “$365,000,000”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “$220,000,000”. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bow]  is  recognized  in 
support  of  his  amendment. 

(Mr.  BOW  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  cut  the  proposed  REA 
loan  authorization  of  $365  million  by 
$145  million,  down  to  the  $220  million 
requested  by  the  administration.  It  is 
being  offered  not  only  as  an  effort  to 
support  the  President  in  holding  down 
the  1967  budget,  but  also  as  an  effort  to 
see  if  we  cannot  make  some  headway 
toward  giving  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  the  opportunity  of  passing  on 
individual  REA  loan  proposals  that  in¬ 
volve  the  construction  of  generation  and 
transmission  facilities  by  electric  co¬ 
operatives.  On  the  average  over  the 
past  5  years,  REA  loans  for  generation 
and  transmission  facilities  have  totaled 
54.1  percent  of  all  REA  loans.  A  num¬ 
ber  of  the  generation  and  transmission 
loans  were  undesirable,  in  my  opinion, 
and  should  not  have  been  made.  To 
have  its  greatest  impact  on  achieving 
some  control  over  G.  &  T.  loans,  the 
amendment  should  provide  for  a  cut  of 
$197  million,  which  would  be  54  percent 
of  the  $365  million  authorization  pro¬ 
posed.  I  have  limited  the  amendment, 
however,  to  a  proposed  cut  of  $145  mil¬ 
lion. 

REA  LOAN  AUTHORIZATION 

The  basic  purpose  of  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act  of  1936  was  to  promote, 
through  the  use  of  long-term  Federal 
loans,  the  furnishing  of  electric  energy 
to  persons  in  rural  areas  not  receiving 
central  station  service.  This  purpose, 
expressed  in  the  act  itself,  was  repeat¬ 
edly  reiterated  in  congressional  commit¬ 
tee  reports  and  in  floor  debates  during 
the  early  years  of  the  program.  It  was 
intended  to  be,  and  was  for  the  first  two 
decades  or  so,  purely  a  development  pro¬ 
gram.  Its  objective  was  to  provide  Fed¬ 
eral  financial  assistance  to  aid  in  the 
electrification  of  the  farms  and  rural 
areas  of  the  country  that  were  not  re- 
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ceiving  the  benefits  of  central  station 
service.  In  1936,  nearly  90  percent  of 
the  6.8  million  farms  in  the  United  States 
were  without  such  service.  By  1940,  al¬ 
though  the  total  number  of  farms  de¬ 
creased  to  6.1  million,  the  number  of 
farms  with  electricity  was  three  times 
that  of  1936,  and  the  percentage  of  farms 
without  electric  service  fell  under  70  per¬ 
cent.  Ten  years  later — 1950 — 77  per¬ 
cent  of  the  farms  were  electrified.  In 
1964  more  than  98  percent  had  central 
station  electric  service. 

The  electric  companies  participated,  to 
some  degree,  in  this  progress,  but  the 
rural  electrification  program  was  provid¬ 
ing  the  means  and  impetus  for  much  of 
the  sharp  increase  in  electric  service  that 
took  place  in  rural  areas. 

By  the  late  1940’s,  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Administrator  testified  before 
congressional  committees  that  the  need 
for  Federal  assistance  for  the  electrifica¬ 
tion  borrowers  would  gradually  diminish 
as  they  gained  in  experience  and  in¬ 
ternal  strength.  The  Administrator 
pointed  out  that  the  rural  electric  sys¬ 
tems  were  moving  toward  a  healthy  self- 
reliance  and  less  dependence  on  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

The  purpose  of  development  programs, 
such  as  the  rural  electrification  loan  pro¬ 
gram,  is  to  provide  assistance  to  com¬ 
pensate  for  inherent  disadvantages  in  a 
region  until  the  area  is  sufficiently  estab¬ 
lished  to  take  its  regular  place  in  the 
economy  and  free  market.  This  is  the 
basic  purpose  and  justification  for  de¬ 
velopment  programs,  be  they  domestic 
or  international.  To  continue  aid  once 
the  basic  objectives  are  met,  serves  only 
to  weaken  and  undermine  the  primary 
thrust  of  the  program.  The  recipients 
can  become  strong,  self-reliant,  and  able 
to  assume  equality  in  society  only  as  they 
move  toward  the  exercise  of  their  own 
abilities  and  efforts. 

The  REA  program  has  been  an  out¬ 
standing  success.  In  the  30  years  of  its 
life,  it  has  largely  achieved  the  purpose 
for  which  it  was  created — the  electrifica¬ 
tion  of  the  farms  and  rural  areas  of 
America.  The  great  progress  that  has 
been  made  is  demonstrated  by  the  data 
contained  in  the  following  table: 


Number  and  percent  of  farms  receiving 
central  station  service 


Number  of 

Farms  receiving 
central  station  service 

Date 

farms 

Number 

Percent 

Jan.  1, 1935 _ 

6, 812, 350 
6, 096, 799 
6, 382, 134 
3,  481, 400 

743, 954 
1, 863, 249 
4, 154, 359 
3,413,950 

10.9 

Apr.  1, 1940 . ___ 

30.4 

Apr.  1, 1950 . . 

77.2 

June  30, 1964 _ 

98.1 

Today,  there  remain  few  farms  and 
rural  areas  that  want  central  station 
service  that  do  not  have  it.  It  would 
seem  that  the  point  has  been  reached 
where  needs  consist  almost  entirely  of 
supplying  the  normal  load  growth  of  ex¬ 
isting  customers  unless  the  intent  is  to 
extend  into  new  and  different  types  of 
loads. 


In  accomplishing  this  remarkable 
progress  the  borrowers  have  also  pros¬ 
pered  in  wealth,  experience,  and  effi¬ 
ciency.  At  the  end  of  calendar  year  1964, 
the  net  worth  of  REA  electric  borrowers 
was  24.8  percent  of  assets;  and  revenues 
per  dollar  of  investment  in  plant  rose  to 
19.5  percent.  Borrowers  had  made  ad¬ 
vance  repayments  of  capital  of  $268  mil¬ 
lion  on  June  30,  1965,  and  only  five  bor¬ 
rowers  were  in  arrears  more  than  30  days 
on  debt  payments  totaling  only  $215,000. 
Three  of  these  five  borrowers  paid  off 
their  delinquencies  in  less  than  3  months 
after  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year.  These 
records  demonstrate  their  strong  finan¬ 
cial  position.  As  for  service,  the  aver¬ 
age  price  of  residential  service  to  con¬ 
sumers  was  2.23  cents  per  kilowatt-hour 
for  co-ops  compared  to  2.31  cents  per 
kilowatt-hour  as  a  national  average.  In 
the  last  10  years,  the  average  monthly 
energy  used  by  residential  customers  of 
REA  co-ops  has  more  than  doubled  and 
they  buy  more  than  two -thirds  of  all 
power  sold  by  such  systems.  In  1964,  the 
average  number  of  kilowatt-hours  used 
per  residential  customer  was  5,472  or  25 
percent  more  than  the  4,367  average  kilo¬ 
watts  used  in  1964  by  residential  cus¬ 
tomers  of  investor-owned  electric  com¬ 
panies. 

As  the  REA  Administrator  stated  in 
his  1965  annual  report: 

The  strength  of  rural  electric  systems, 
with  increased  responsiveness  to  the  needs 
of  their  members, -continued  to  grow  in  fis¬ 
cal  year  1965. 

He  referred  to  the  important  and  ef¬ 
fective  equalizers  provided  by  the  REA 
program  to  overcome  the  handicaps 
faced  by  the  borrowers.  The  Adminis¬ 
trator  stated  that  in  addition  to  the 
equalizers  supplied  by  the  REA  program, 
other  equalizers,  “basic  to  the  eventual 
achievement  of  parity  of  rates  and  serv¬ 
ice  for  rural  electric  systems,  must  be 
developed  primarily  by  the  borrowers 
themselves,  through  their  own  resources 
and  those  of  their  State,  regional,  and 
national  associations.” 

I  agree  fully  with  the  Administrator. 
Now  that  the  co-ops  have  reached  a  state 
of  maturity  they  should  start  moving 
more  rapidly  toward  the  use  of  their  own 
abilities  and  resources,  if  they  are  to  be¬ 
come  self-reliant,  independent  enter¬ 
prises  and  fulfill  their  proper  ultimate 
role  in  our  economy.  This  clearly  does 
not  mean  that  the  basic  program  should 
be  discontinued.  Certainly  where  the 
only  or  cheapest  way  to  provide  the 
service  for  consumers  in  rural  areas  not 
receiving  central  station  service  is 
through  REA  loans,  adequate  funds 
should  be  provided.  On  the  other  hand, 
where  REA  funds  are  used  to  finance 
loans  for  tremendous  facilities  whose 
purpose  is  to  serve  large  power  using  in¬ 
dustries  like  aluminum,  as  is  the  case  in 
the  recent  Kentucky  loan,  which  provides 
benefits  and  advantages  to  one  company 
at  the  expense  of  others,  then,  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  it  is  time  for  the  Government  to 
draw  a  sharp  line  and  provide  funds  only 
for  loans  which  come  within  the  basic 
intent  of  the  act. 


Over  the  last  5  years,  more  than  half 
of  the  REA  electrification  funds  have 
been  used  for  generation  and  transmis¬ 
sion  loans  as  distinguished  from  dis¬ 
tribution  and  consumer  facilities  loans. 
This  is  confirmed  by  a  table  compiled 
from  REA  annual  reports,  which  is  at 
the  end  of  my  remarks.  The  table  re¬ 
flects  that  in  1965  more  than  60  percent 
of  the  funds  were  used  for  generation 
and  transmission  facilities. 

I  am  not  going  to  say  that  each  and 
every  dollar  loaned  for  generation  and 
transmission  over  the  past  5  years  was 
either  unnecessary  or  outside  the  intent 
of  the  basic  act.  It  is  obvious  from  the 
record,  however,  that  most  of  them  were 
questionable  or  at  least  controversial, 
and  probably  quite  unrelated  to  rural 
electrification  as  such. 

It  would  seem  to  me  not  only  desirable 
but  necessary  that  the  conflict  and  con¬ 
fusion  which  have  existed  over  genera¬ 
tion  and  transmission  loans  during  the 
last  few  years  be  brought  to  a  halt.  It 
is  not  in  the  interests  of  the  co-ops,  the 
electric  companies,  the  Government,  the 
Congress,  or  the  country  that  they  be 
continued.  We  should  be  able  to  resolve 
these  matters  wisely  and  fairly.  When 
loan  requests  arise  involving  large  sums 
of  money  for  generation  and  transmis¬ 
sion,  opportunity  should  be  afforded  for 
adequate  review  and  evaluation,  both 
within  and  outside  the  Congress,  to  be 
sure  the  expenditure  is  justified  and 
proper.  We  insist  on  such  a  procedure 
when  the  Government  itself  is  proposing 
the  construction  of  a  project.  How  can 
we  afford  to  do  less  when  we  are  acting 
as  a  banker,  financing  work  to  be  done 
by  someone  else?  A  project  of  such  size 
should  not  be  undertaken  without  ade¬ 
quate  planning  and  analysis  and  this 
takes  time.  When  found  justified,  such 
items  can  be  handled  individually  as  sup¬ 
plements  to  the  regular  annual  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  agency  or  in  appropria¬ 
tions  for  subsequent  years.  Quickie  deci¬ 
sions  are  suspect  on  their  face.  Pres¬ 
sures  for  urgency  usually  stem  from  a 
desire  to  avoid  careful  analysis  rather 
than  from  the  existence  of  any  real 
emergency.  Furthermore,  sound  power 
planning  dictates  long  leadtimes.  This 
procedure  would  provide  for  an  Inde¬ 
pendent  review  which  certain  other  loan 
programs  require. 

The  advances  for  generation  and 
transmission  loans  over  the  last  5  years 
have  averaged  54.1  percent  of  the  total 
electrification  program — 30.5  percent  for 
generation  and  23.6  percent  for  trans¬ 
mission.  Assuming  the  5 -year  average 
would  prevail  in  fiscal  year  1967,  the 
amount  that  would  be  required  for  other 
than  G.  &  T.  loans  would  be  45.9  percent 
of  the  budget’s  proposed  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $220  million,  or  $100  million.  If 
my  amendment  prevails,  and  I  hope  It 
will,  there  will  still  be  $120  million  of 
loan  authorization  provided  in  the  bill 
that  can  be  used  for  generation  and 
transmission  facilities  loans. 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion  table  on  electric  loans  by  purpose  is 
as  follows: 
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Rural  Electrification  Administration — Electric  loans  by  purpose,  fiscal  years  1961-65 


Fiscal  year 

Distribution 

Generation 

Transmission 

Consumer  facilities 

Total 

Amount 

Percent 

Amount 

Percent 

Amount 

Percent 

Amount 

Percent 

Amount 

Percent 

1065  . . . . 

$160,  436.  664 

39.6 

$126,  072,  074 

33.2 

$103,  019, 362 

27.1 

$465, 000 

a  1 

$379, 993, 000 

1964  _ _ 

158,  863,  833 

60.8 

47, 714,  639 

18.2 

54,  370,  528 

20.8 

510,000 

.2 

261, 459,  000 

1963  _ _ _ 

155,  411, 913 

45.6 

113, 989, 206 

33.4 

69, 377,  881 

20.3 

2,  242,  500 

.7 

341,021,500 

1962  _ _ 

103,  811,  846 

39.7 

98, 885,  409 

37.8 

56, 446,  745 

21.6 

2, 230,  500 

.9 

261, 374,  600 

1961 . . - . - — . — 

120,  472, 388 

43.9 

•77, 108,  401 

28.1 

74, 830,  429 

27.2 

2,  096,  000 

.8 

274,  507,  218 

Total  for  5  years _ 

688, 996,  544 

45.4 

463,  769,  729 

30.5 

358,  044, 945 

23.6 

7,  544,  000 

.5 

1,  518,355,218 

0.5 

6-year  average _ - 

137,  799, 309 

45.4 

92,  753, 946 

30.5 

71,  608,  989 

23.6 

1,  508, 800 

.5 

303, 671,  044 

.5 

Source:  Annual  reports  of  the  Administrator,  Rural  Electrification  Administration. 


Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOW.  I  yield  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio.  The  ranking 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  deserves  great  credit  for  offering 
this  amendment,  which  would  reduce  the 
amount  of  the  1967  bill  before  us  by  $145 
million.  The  figure  that  the  gentleman 
includes  in  his  amendment  is  the  figure 
that  was  recommended  by  the  President 
in  his  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1967.  I 
congratulate  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 
I  intend  to  vote  for  his  amendment,  and 
I  hope  that  the  amendment  is  adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  what  purpose 
does  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
rise? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
friend  and  colleague  on  the  other  side 
has  presented  just  part  of  the  picture. 
The  President’s  recommendation  took 
into  consideration  a  dual  financing  pro¬ 
gram  whereby  the  REA  system  could  go 
into  the  private  markets  and  borrow 
money.  That  bill  has  not  passed,  and  it 
is  not  law.  So  we  have  to  consider  the 
amount  of  budgetary  ceilings  that  were 
in  the  budget  that  came  to  us. 

Let  us  see  what  the  amendment  would 
do.  About  80  percent  of  the  United 
States  is  served  by  the  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  system.  So  anything  that  would 
serve  to  cripple  the  REA  would  mean 
crippling  about  80  percent  of  the  geo¬ 
graphic  area  of  the  United  States. 

Not  only  that,  but  we  all  know  that 
you  cannot  keep  people  on  the  farm.  As 
a  result,  they  have  had  to  turn  to  REA 
power  and  other  sources  of  power  to  off¬ 
set  the  loss  in  manpower. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  in  areas 
covered  by  the  REA  system  there  is  an 
average  of  about  3  customers  per  mile, 
whereas  in  areas  served  by  private  com¬ 
panies  there  is  an  average  of  about  30 
customers  per  mile. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  further  that 
if  we  do  not  permit  the  REA  to  borrow 
moneys  which  is  repaid  with  interest,  as 
the  amendment  would  keep  it  from  do¬ 
ing,  it  would  mean  that  the  market  for 
private  power  would  be  cut  down. 

Let  me  illustrate  that  point.  About  35 
percent  of  the  power  requirements  of 
REA  are  bought  from  the  private  power 
companies.  That  does  not  include  mu¬ 
nicipalities.  In  the  fiscal  year  1965  the 
REA  Cooperatives  bought  $5.8  million 
more  electricity  from  the  power  com¬ 
panies  than  they  did  the  year  before. 


I  should  like  to  point  out  again  that 
this  figure  is  the  ceiling  that  would  be 
imposed  by  the  Congress  on  how  much 
the  Administrator  can  lend.  Under  the 
basic  law,  he  would  not  be  permitted  to 
lend  except  upon  a  proper  showing  of 
need  and  the  putting  up  of  the  system  as 
collateral  security  for  the  loan. 

So  I  am  just  saying  to  you  that,  when 
we  impose  too  low  a  ceiling,  we  are  tak¬ 
ing  away  the  bargaining  position  of  the 
REA  Cooperatives  and  affecting  their  ef¬ 
forts  to  get  reasonable  rates  and  terms 
from  the  power  companies.  We  would  be 
ignoring  the  fact  that  the  REA  is  buying 
more  and  more  electricity  each  year 
from  the  private  companies,  and  as  they 
buy  more  and  more  current,  the  REA  is 
having  to  put  in  larger  lines  to  carry  it. 

Now  that  we  have  so  few  people  down 
on  the  farm,  and  800,000  of  them  have 
been  leaving  every  year,  and  with  the 
situation  in  Vietnam,  and  with  nobody 
able  to  get  anybody  to  do  anything,  now 
is  a  poor  time  to  vote  down  a  substitute 
for  human  labor — electricity. 

Let  us  vote  this  amendment  down. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  provides  for 
$365  million  in  new  loan  authorizations 
for  the  Rural  Electrification  Administra¬ 
tion,  an  increase  of  $145  million  over 
President  Johnson’s  budget  request.  In 
view  of  the  type  of  loans  recently  made  by 
the  REA  Administrator,  I  find  this  siz¬ 
able  boost  in  loan  authorization  difficult 
to  reconcile,  at  best,  with  the  President’s 
budget  and  I  did  as  a  matter  of  fact  re¬ 
serve  on  this  item  in  the  subcommittee. 

The  President’s  message  states,  “The 
Rural  Electrification  Administration  is 
continuing  to  emphasize  the  negotiation 
of  reasonable  contracts  under  which 
REA-financed  systems  purchase  power 
from  other  suppliers.  Such  contracts 
will  reduce  the  need  for  generation  and 
transmission  loans.” 

During  hearings  on  the  1967  agricul¬ 
ture  appropriations  bill  it  became  appar¬ 
ent  to  me  that  the  REA  is  not  “continu¬ 
ing  to  emphasize  the  negotiation  of  rea¬ 
sonable  contracts  under  which  REA- 
financed  systems  purchase  power  from 
other  suppliers.”  Indeed,  our  commit¬ 
tee  reiterates  in  our  report: 

The  primary  function  of  the  rural  elec¬ 
trification  system  is  to  provide  and  distribute 
electricity  to  rural  and  farm  customers  at 
reasonable  rate.  The  construction  of  power¬ 
generating  facilities  is  a  secondary  function 
considered  to  be  necessary  to  preserve  the 
bargaining  position  of  REA  cooperatives  in 
securing  power  at  reasonable  rates  and  under 
reasonable  terms.  The  Administrator  of  REA 
is  expected  to  observe  these  basic  concepts 
in  carrying  out  his  responsibilities  under  the 
law.  The  Congress  has  always  attempted  to 


protect  the  bargaining  power  of  the  REA 
with  respect  to  negotiation  of  power  con¬ 
tracts  with  private  utility  companies, 
through  the  approval  of  adequate  loan  funds 
to  provide  REA-financed  power  generation 
facilities  where  alternative  sources  of  power 
are  not  available  on  proper  terms.  It  charges 
the  Administrator  with  the  responsibility,  in 
turn,  to  make  certain  that  every  reasonable 
and  practical  effort  is  made  to  secure  power 
from  private  sources  prior  to  approving  loans 
for  new  power  generation  construction. 

It  has  become  disturbingly  apparent 
that  the  Administrator  has  not  made  cer¬ 
tain  that  every  reasonable  and  practical 
effort  was  made  to  secure  power  from 
private  sources  prior  to  approving  loans 
for  new  power  generation  construction. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of 
Colorado  recently  declared  that  an  REA- 
financed  generating  plant  in  Hayden, 
Colo.,  “requiring  an  investment  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $30  million,  is  not  necessary 
to  supply  any  present  or  foreseeable 
future  electric  requirements.”  The 
Colorado-Ute  case  clearly  revealed  the 
Administrators  unsound^  judgment  in 
releasing  more  than  $22  million  for  con¬ 
struction  of  a  generation  plant  at  a  time 
when  the  loan  was  being  litigated  in  the 
courts.  Incidentally  I  criticized  this 
loan  and  the  advance  of  funds  way  back 
in  1962  in  remarks  on  this  floor.  I  pre¬ 
dicted  the  Administrator  would  get  in 
hot  water  over  this  one. 

According  to  the  Colorado  Supreme 
Court: 

Adequate  electric  service  is  already  avail¬ 
able  in  the  State  of  Colorado  for  the  needs 
and  necessities  of  the  proposed  new  cus¬ 
tomers  of  Colorado-Ute. 

The  court  cited  section  4  of  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  which  states: 

No  loan  for  the  construction,  operation,  or 
enlargement  of  any  generating  plant  shall 
be  made  unless  the  consent  of  the  State 
authority  having  Jurisdiction  in  the  premises 
is  first  obtained. 

The  court  made  clear  that  both 
Colorado-Ute  and  the  REA  recognized 
that  construction  of  the  Hayden  plant 
during  litigation  was  attended  with  sub¬ 
stantial  risk  and  that  they  engaged  in  the 
activity  with  full  knowledge  of  the  possi¬ 
ble  consequences.  Despite  this  under¬ 
standing,  REA  advanced  the  funds  and 
Colorado-Ute  spent  them  to  construct 
the  Hayden  plant. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Act  of  1936  gives  wide  discretion  to 
the  Administrator  for  making  loans.  As 
a  public  official  and  guardian  of  funds 
entrusted  to  him  he  should  exercise  every 
degree  of  prudence  in  administering  the 
program.  Because  Congress  authorizes 
only  lump-sum  amounts  for  loans  and 
does  not  designate  the  use  of  funds  for 
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construction  purposes  as  it  does  with 
other  Federal  power  agencies,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  should  lean  over  backwards 
to  comply  not  only  with  the  letter  but 
with  the  spirit  of  the  law  and  with  the 
policy  directives  of  the  Congress.  To  do 
otherwise,  in  my  judgment  is  incompre¬ 
hensible,  and  endangers  the  status  of  the 
program.  Unfortunately,  however,  the 
present  Administrator  has  often  side¬ 
stepped  and  stretched  the  intent  of  the 
law.  Let  me  remind  my  colleagues  that 
Colorado  is  not  the  only  State  where  REA 
funds  have  been  released  while  litigation 
is  in  process. 

In  Indiana,  for  example,  the  REA  Ad¬ 
ministrator  has,  during  the  last  year,  ad¬ 
vanced  loan  funds  to  the  Indiana  State¬ 
wide  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  for 
construction  of  a  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  system  while  the  very  right  to 
construct  the  facilities  is  pending  in  the 
higher  courts  of  that  State.  This  is  a 
loan  that  has  been  shown  to  result  in 
higher  cost  power  to  the  distribution  co¬ 
operatives.  The  16  cooperatives  to  be 
served  in  Indiana  by  Statewide  now  re¬ 
ceive  their  energy  supply  from  electric 
companies  at  distribution  voltages  at  an 
average  rate  of  8  mills  per  kilowatt-hour, 
and  at  transmission  voltages  the  rate  is 
7V2  mills  per  kilowatt-hour.  Studies 
have  been  made  which  reveal  that  State¬ 
wide  would  have  to  charge  about  10  *4 
mills  per  kilowatt-hour  in  order  to  break 
even.  The  distribution  cooperatives  are 
required  to  make  3  5 -year  contracts  with 
Statewide,  and  are  denied  the  right  to 
purchase  power  from  any  other  supplier. 
It  has  been  estimated  that  the  distribu¬ 
tion  cooperatives  would  save  approxi¬ 
mately  $1,900,000  annually  by  purchasing 
their  power  from  existing  suppliers. 
Furthermore,  the  1965  loan  was  made 
contrary  to  congressional  directions.  It 
was  approved  without  making  any  at¬ 
tempt  to  obtain  the  necessary  power  and 
energy  requirements  of  the  cooperatives 
from  existing  suppliers  as  required  by 
both  the  Senate  and  House  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committees  in  their  instructions  to 
the  REA  Administrator  in  committee  re¬ 
ports  on  appropriations  bills. 

I  have  never  attacked  the  personal  in¬ 
tegrity  of  the  REA  Administrator  and  do 
not  intend  to  do  so  now.  However,  it 
seems  that  in  the  circumstances  of  these 
situations  the  Administrator  has  demon¬ 
strated  poor  judgment  in  advancing  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  as  he  did.  It  would  seem  to 
me  that  when  there  are  substantial  sums 
of  Federal  money  Involved  as  there  are 
in  most  of  these  REA  generation  and 
transmission  loan  situations,  there  must 
be  some  way  of  assuring  that  those  who 
are  responsible  for  the  expenditure  of 
Federal  funds  exercise  reasonable  care 
and  diligence  in  their  management.  If 
the  Administrator’s  judgment  in  the 
Indiana  situation,  and  some  of  the  other 
situations  around  the  country,  proves  to 
be  like  his  judgment  in  the  Colorado-Ute 
case,  then  REA  is  in  a  sad  state  of  affairs. 

If  the  REA  Administrator  adheres  to 
the  directives  of  the  Congress,  and  if  he 
adheres  to  the  principles  which  the  Pres¬ 
ident  recognized  in  his  budget  message, 
it  is  clearly  evident  that  the  $220  mil¬ 
lion  budget  request  is  substantially  ade¬ 
quate  for  REA  loan  authorizations  for 


1967.  For,  indeed,  this  figure  was  ar¬ 
rived  at,  and  must  be  considered  in 
terms  relative  to  total  demands  on  the 
Federal  Treasury;  it  is  not  an  isolated 
request. 

The  National  Rural  Electric  Coopera¬ 
tive  Association  stated,  during  this  year’s 
agriculture  appropriation  hearings: 

NRECA  requests  that  this  committee  rec¬ 
ommend  an  authorization  of  $612  million 
in  electric-loan  funds  for  fiscal  year  1967. 

But  its  demands  are  coupled  with  a 
complete  inability  to  reveal  the  basis  of 
their  estimations: 

This  request  is  based  on  the  latest  loan- 
fund  survey  of  our  member  systems. 

What  its  member  systems  say  they 
will  need  is  scarcely  a  reliable  basis  for 
estimating  their  needs.  My  colleagues 
should  make  note  of  the  fact  that  1965 
REA  loans  for  distribution  purposes 
totaled  $150.4  million,  with  $69.8  mil¬ 
lion  in  distribution  loan  applications 
carried  forward  to  fiscal  year  1966.  Why 
is  there  need  for  such  a  striking  increase 
in  funds  for  1967,  unless  these  funds  are 
to  be  used  for  purposes  not  now  eligible 
under  the  REA  Act?  I  find  it  impossible 
to  justify  any  increase  in  budget  re¬ 
quests,  particularly  since  98.5  percent  of 
the  country’s  farms  are  receiving  central 
station  service.  It  is  my  sincere  hope 
that  Members  will  support  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  ask  themselves,  in  considering 
1967  new  loan  authorizations  for  REA, 
“What  is  the  purpose  of  REA?  Has  it 
accomplished  that  purpose?  What  is  to 
be  the  role  of  rural  electrification  in  the 
future?’’ 

I  hope  Members  will  support  the 
amendment,  which  has  been  offered  on 
the  basis  of  good,  sound  judgment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bow] . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Bow)  there 
were — ayes  36,  noes  79. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Rural  housing  direct  loan  account 

For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  518(d)  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1949  (79  Stat.  500),  $15,000,000  shall  be 
available  from  funds  in  the  rural  housing 
direct  loan  account. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FINO 

Mr.  FINO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Fino:  On  page 
31,  line  21,  strike  out  "$15,000,000”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  "$10,000,000.” 

Mr.  FINO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  this 
amendment  to  cut  the  money  which  Is 
going  to  be  made  available  to  finance 
the  direct  loan  program  of  the  Farmers’ 
Home  Administration.  The  figure  pro¬ 
posed  for  the  direct  farm  loan  program 
in  the  bill  before  us  is  $15  million.  I 
propose  to  reduce  it  to  $10  million.  The 
figure  I  am  specifically  referring  to  is  the 
amount  that  can  be  made  available  for 
direct  farm  housing  loans  from  the  rural 
housing  direct  loan  account. 

I  am  offering  this  amendment  because 
no  Government-run  loan  program  is 
more  wastefully  and  improperly  run  than 


this  program.  As  a  member  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Subcommittee  of  the  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee,  I  have  had  occa¬ 
sion  to  review  some  of  the  housing  loan 
programs,  and  this  one  is  clearly  the 
worst. 

Back  in  January  of  this  year,  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office  reported  on  the 
Farmers’  Home  Administration  direct 
loan  program.  The  GAO  determined 
that  20  percent  of  the  loans  which  it  in¬ 
vestigated — I  repeat,  20  percent — could 
have  and  should  have  been  made  by  pri¬ 
vate  credit.  According  to  the  GAO  re¬ 
port,  however,  the  county  officials  of  the 
Farmers’  Home  Administration  had  no 
meaningful  interest  in  enforcing  the  con¬ 
gressional  requirement  that  direct  loans 
be  made  only  where  private  credit  is 
not  available.  The  county  officials  just 
went  their  merry  way,  making  any  loans 
they  felt  like.  This  is  why  I  want  to 
cut  direct  loan  funds.  They  are  badly 
misused. 

To  deal  with  this  situation,  I  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill — H.R.  14139 — on  March 
30  of  this  year  to  require  a  direct  loan 
applicant  to  show  proof  that  he  has  been 
refused  private  credit  in  order  to  qualify 
for  a  cheap  Government  loan.  There  is 
as  yet,  however,  no  sign  that  the  Farm¬ 
ers’  Home  Administration  has  taken  this 
warning  to  heart.  I  think  their  appro¬ 
priation  should  be  cut  to  teach  them  a 
lesson. 

Cutting  this  appropriation  will  serve 
notice  to  the  Farmers’  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  to  play  fair  with  private  credit. 
Under  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  can  order  any  of 
these  borrowers  to  refinance  their  un¬ 
paid  balance  with  private  credit  sources. 
In  my  opinion,  there  are  many  Farmers’ 
Home  Administration  loans  outstanding 
that  never  should  have  been  made.  The 
Government  can  get  out  of  these  loans 
and  avoid  the  need  for  part  of  this 
appropriation. 

Now  somebody  might  think  I  am  ad¬ 
vocating  a  sale  of  participations  here. 
Not  at  all.  I  am  advocating  that  the 
Government  get  out  of  certain  loans. 
This  is  very  different  than  keeping  title 
to  the  loans  and  selling  participations. 
The  participation  sales  device  is  just  a 
budget  gimmick,  and  I  completely  op¬ 
pose  it. 

Incidentally,  it  might  be  of  interest 
that  the  administration  wants  to  put 
$600  million  worth  of  Farmers’  Home 
Administration  loans  into  the  proposed 
Government-wide  loan  pool.  Obviously 
these  loans  are  not  being  refinanced  to 
bring  in  private  credit.  That  could  have 
been  done  by  letting  private  credit  do 
the  job  in  the  beginning.  This  program 
is  one  to  cut  back  on,  rather  than  expand 
through  pool  loans  refinancing. 

In  closing,  I  might  say  that  this  loan 
program  has  gone  far  beyond  its  original 
purpose.  It  no  longer  serves  the  pre¬ 
carious  small  farms  of  the  depression. 
Now  it  often  makes  subsidized  loans  to 
people  who  can  afford  private  credit. 
It  has  even  made  loans  for  ski  slides  and 
golf  courses. 

I  urge  a  reduction  in  Farmers’  Home 
Administration  direct  loan  funds  from 
$15  to  $10  million. 
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Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  that  this 
$15  million  really  is  a  reduction.  When 
we  passed  the  original  Housing  Act 
many,  many  years  ago  we  provided  a 
fund  of  around  $500  million  for  rural 
housing.  That  provision  stayed  dormant 
for  many  years,  although  it  succeeded 
in  getting  some  votes  for  the  housing 
program.  We  in  this  bill  put  a  limit  of 
$15  million  on  the  amount  of  direct  loans 
for  building  and  improving  rural  hous¬ 
ing.  We  changed  that  from  farm  hous¬ 
ing  some  years  ago.  To  be  eligible  for 
such  loan  you  must  show  you  cannot  get 
private  financing. 

I  am  familiar  with  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration,  which  insures  under  the 
FNMA  program.  Unfortunately,  though, 
in  rural  areas  the  banks  and  other  lend¬ 
ing  institutions  are  not  going  to  do  this 
kind  of  financing  of  houses  that  are 
built  over  scattered  rural  areas. 

In  order  that  those  Americans  who 
may  happen  to  live  a  little  far  removed 
from  their  next  door  neighbors  have  the 
same  privileges  as  those  who  live  in  the 
cities  and  get  this  money  and  insure 
their  mortgages  with  the  banks  and  lend¬ 
ing  institutions,  we  have  approved  this 
means  of  financing.  So  it  is  on  that 
basis  that  this  $15  million  is  provided, 
for  those  areas  where  the  conditions  that 
I  described  exist. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  agree  that  the 
General  Accounting  Office  and  our  pri¬ 
vate  financial  interests  ought  to  have 
made  loans  in  this  field.  I  felt  they 
should  have  loaned  me  some  money  under 
certain  circumstances.  But  they  would 
not  do  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  not  have  it  with¬ 
in  our  power  to  require  financial  interests 
to  make  these  loans.  Since  we  do  not 
have  that  power,  I  believe  it  thoroughly 
sound  to  give  those  Americans  who  hap¬ 
pen  to  live  in  areas  where  they  are  too 
far  apart  for  private  financial  interests 
to  insure  the  mortgage,  this  privilige.  I 
say  this  because  in  our  cities,  such  as 
the  city  from  which  my  good  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Fino]  comes,  they  have  this  privilege. 
May  I  say  that  I  traveled  over  numerous 
sections  of  that  city,  including  Harlem, 
and  many  other  areas  recently.  I  realize 
that  you  have  some  problems  there,  and 
I  do  not  understand  them. 

Further,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  sum  of  $5 
million  of  this  fund  is  for  the  housing  for 
the  elderly,  a  program  which  many  peo¬ 
ple  have  supported,  and  which  has  pro¬ 
gressed  a  lot  better  than  many  of  us 
thought  it  might. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  trust  that  the 
gentleman  will  not  accept  everything  that 
the  General  Accounting  Office  says  about 
what  private  institutions  ought  to  do. 
I  agree  they  ought  to  do  it,  but  I  can 
tell  you  they  have  not.  As  long  as  they 
will  not  do  it,  let  us  make  it  possible 
for  all  Americans,  rural  and  urban,  to 
have  an  equal  opportunity  to  build  and 
improve  their  housing. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  FinoL 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  wifi 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund 

Not  to  exceed  $4,150,000  of  administrative 
and  operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from 
premium  income:  Provided,  That  in  the 
event  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corpora¬ 
tion  Fund  is  insufficient  to  meet  indemnity 
payments  and  other  charges  against  such 
Fund,  not  to  exceed  $500,000  may  be  bor¬ 
rowed  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  may  prescribe,  but  repayment  of 
such  amount  shall  include  interest  at  a  rate 
ngt  less  than  the  cost  of  money  to  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  for  a  comparable 
period. 

AMENDMENT  OFFEBED  BY  MB.  FINDLEY 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findley:  On 
page  35,  strike  all  language  on  lines  11  and 
12,  and  insert  the  following: 

“No  funds  appropriated  by  the  Act  shall 
be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  Federal 
crop  insurance  program  for  the  current  fiscal 
year  that  does  not  meet  its  administrative 
and  operating  expenses  from  premium  in¬ 
come:  Provided,’’. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
that  amendment  I  reserve  a  point  of 
order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  reserves  a  point  of  order. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Findley]  is  recognized  for  5  minutes  in 
support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Federal  crop  insurance  program  began 
on  an  experimental  subsidized  basis,  so 
I  am  informed,  in  1938.  That  was  al¬ 
most  30  years  ago.  Apparently  it  is  still 
operating  upon  an  experimental,  sub¬ 
sidized  basis.  Each  year  we  provide  ad¬ 
ditional  funds  through  the  appropria¬ 
tions  route  to  help  bridge  the  gap  be¬ 
tween  premium  income  and  the  operat¬ 
ing  and  administrative  expenses  of  the 
program. 

There  are  a  good  many  private  insur¬ 
ance  companies  that  are  operating  in  the 
field  of  crop  insurance,  and  I  dare  say 
more  would  come  into  the  program  and 
perhaps  expand  their  coverage  were  it 
not  for  the  unfair  competition  from  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Gresham’s  law  held  that  bad  money 
tends  to  drive  out  good  money. 

The  Curtis  corollary  to  Gresham’s  law 
holds  that  Government  services  or  Gov¬ 
ernment  money  tends  to  drive  out  pri¬ 
vate  money  and  private  services.  That 
definitely  is  a  sound  theory  in  my  view. 
It  applies  to  insurance  services  as  it  does 
to  direct  lending.  As  long  as  the  Federal 
Government  is  operating  on  a  heavily 
subsidized  crop  insurance  program,  pri¬ 
vate  insurance  companies  cannot  effec¬ 
tively  compete.  The  effect  of  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  to  require  that  the  premi¬ 
um  rates  charged  to  the  farmers  who 
do  sign  up  under  the  Federal  crop  in¬ 
surance  program  be  placed  at  levels  that 
will  cover  operating  and  administrative 
expenses  of  the  program. 

It  seems  to  me  it  is  high  time  that  the 
Federal  crop  insurance  program  be 
placed  on  a  self-financing  businesslike 
basis. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  in¬ 
sist  on  his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  will  state  his  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  on  the  ground  that  it  is  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

May  I  say  that  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  gave  the  matter  away,  in  my 
opinion,  when  he  said  that  the  purpose 
of  his  amendment  was  to  set  premium 
rates  that  the  Government  would  charge. 
I  think  that  shows  clearly  what  is  in¬ 
volved.  This  amendment  provides  that 
no  funds  shall  be  used  to  administer  this 
program  under  certain  conditions.  The 
program  now  in  existence  is  based  on 
contracts  to  which  the  Government  is  a 
party.  For  us  in  this  bill  to  try  to  pro¬ 
hibit  the  handling  of  existing  contracts 
on  the  part  of  the  Government  would 
clearly  be  legislation.  It  not  only  would 
be  legislation  but  it  would  interfere  with 
meeting  obligations  under  existing  con¬ 
tracts  and  commitments  on  the  part  of 
the  Government. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  the  point  of  order  should  be 
sustained. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  desire  to  be  heard  on  the 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  I  have 
offered  is  clearly  a  limitation  of  funds, 
requiring  that  no  funds  be  appropriated 
for  the  administration  or  formulation  of 
programs.  Therefore,  on  the  basis  of 
that  it  seems  to  me  that  the  amendment 
is  in  order. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
may  make  one  observation,  the  amend¬ 
ment  has  to  do  with  setting  premiums 
and  is  quite  clearly  an  affirmative  action. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Keogh).  The 
Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Findley]  has  offered  an  amendment  at 
page  35,  striking  out  all  language  on 
fines  11  and  12,  and  the  amendment 
would  add  a  new  paragraph;  to  which' 
amendment  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  has  made  a  point  of  order  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  act. 

The  language  sought  to  be  inserted  by 
the  amendment  reads  as  follows: 

No  funds  appropriated  by  the  Act  shall  be 
used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  Federal 
crop  insurance  program  for  the  current  fiscal 
year  that  does  not  meet  its  administrative 
and  operating  expenses  from  premium  in¬ 
come: 

It  might  be  said  that  the  effect  of  any 
proposed  amendment  is  truly  not  within 
the  competence  of  the  Chair.  But  a 
reading  of  this  language  indicates  to 
this  occupant  of  the  chair  that  there  is 
here  sought  an  express  limitation  on  the 
funds  appropriated  by  the  pending  bill 
and  the  Chair,  therefore,  overrules  the 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  now  that  the  substan¬ 
tive  issue  is  before  the  Committee,  I 
wonder  if  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  would  not  agree  that  this  is  a 
very  desirable  objective — granted  that  it 
had  to  be  written  in  parliamentary  lan¬ 
guage.  Certainly  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  was  correct  that  the  object 
in  mind  is  to  relate  this  particular  pro¬ 
gram  to  good  sound  insurance  practice, 
which  would  mean  that  it  would 
strengthen  the  program  in  the  long  run 
because  it  would  put  it  on  its  own  bot¬ 
tom  where  you  are  actually  paying  the 
premium  that  should  be  paid  in  order  to 
get  good  crop  insurance. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  just  wish  to  say  I 
cannot  question  that  this  is  a  worthy 
objective.  But  I  am  just  saying,  having 
worked  with  this  program  here  through 
the  years,  that  I  am  very  proud  that  we 
have  gotten  to  the  point  where  it  is  be¬ 
coming  more  and  more  self-supporting. 
Let  us  not  destroy  it  as  we  are  making 
progress.  If  the  gentleman  will  look  at 
the  bill  before  him,  he  will  see  that  we 
are  paying  more  and  more  of  the  admin¬ 
istrative  costs  from  the  premiums.  Just 
do  not  rock  the  boat  and  destroy  the 
program  by  trying  to  go  along  too  fast. 
We  are  working  on  that. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Let  me  commend  the 
gentleman  for  his  observation.  I  do 
agree  with  him  and  this  amendment  is 
what  enables  the  job  to  be  completed. 
I  do  not  think  that  is  rocking  the  boat. 
As  the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  the  au¬ 
thor  of  the  amendment  has  said,  this 
program  has  been  going  on  since  1938. 
I  think  it  is  now  time  to  put  it  on  a  sound 
basis.  I  urge  the  membership  to  support 
this  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  For  what  purpose 
does  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
rise? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

>■  The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
realize  that  perhaps  I  am  repetitious  to 
some  degree.  But  let  me  repeat  again 
that,  as  big  as  our  country  is,  periodically 
we  have  had  tremendous  crop  failures 
and  other  types  of  disasters  that  have  hit 
various  sections  of  our  country.  In  the 
last  10  or  12  years  when  that  has  hap¬ 
pened  the  Government  has  rushed  in  to 
pay  the  total  cost  in  most  cases  of  trying 
to  rectify  the  damage  resulting  from 
those  natural  disasters. 

The  crop  insurance  program,  as  it  was 
first  set  up,  was  set  up  to  cover  the  coun¬ 
try  without  giving  due  consideration  to  a 
broad  enough  base  to  make  the  fund 
actuarially  sound.  For  those  reasons  no 
private  companies  in  the  United  States 
were  interested.  Nor  will  they  be  in¬ 
terested  today  in  taking  over  this  insur¬ 
ance  program.  I  defy  anyone  to  claim 
that  they  will.  But  we  then  started  back 
on  a  pilot  program  to  see  if  we  could 
figure  out  ways  to  get  enough  partici¬ 


pants  to  provide  a  broad  enough  base 
to  make  the  program  actuarially  sound. 

As  we  have  done  so,  we  have  gradually 
worked  up  to  where  it  is  doing  a  marvel¬ 
ous  job  and,  may  I  say,  the  cost  is  prob¬ 
ably  one  one-hundredth  of  what  it  would 
cost  us  if  we  did  not  have  crop  insurance 
in  these  areas  of  disaster. 

Your  committee  is  now  working  very 
hard,  and  has  been  through  the  years, 
trying  to  counsel  and  assist  in  an  effort 
to  see  that  high-risk  areas  are  not  in¬ 
cluded  so  as  to  pull  down  the  other  areas. 

In  this  bill  we  are  once  again  calling 
on  the  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  to 
reflect  a  little  more  of  the  administrative 
cost  in  its  premiums.  I  urge  the  House 
to  go  along  with  the  committee  as  we 
work  in  this  direction.  Let  us  not  kill  a 
program  that  is  doing  lots  and  lots  of 
good,  when  the  private  companies  offer 
no  substitute.  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read: 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  36,  line  1: 

“commodity  credit  corporation 

“Reimbursement  for  net  realized  losses 

“To  partially  reimburse  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  net  realized  losses 
sustained  but  not  previously  reimbursed, 
pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15 
U.S.C.  713a-ll,  713a-12),  $3,500,000,000.” 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FINDLEY 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Findley:  On 
page  36,  on  line  6  strike  the  period,  insert  a 
colon  and  following: 

“Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  by 
this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  admin¬ 
ister  programs  for  the  sale  of  agricultural 
commodities  pursuant  to  titles  I  or  IV  of 
Public  Law  480,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  to  any  nation  which  sells  or  fur¬ 
nishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft 
under  its  registry  to  transport  to  North  Viet¬ 
nam  any  equipment,  materials  or  commodi¬ 
ties,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed  by 
a  Communist  regime.”. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  reserves  a  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of 
the  most  distressing  aspects  of  the  Viet¬ 
nam  war  is  the  shipping  that  goes  into 
North  Vietnam  to  nourish  and  equip  the 
Communist  forces  that  are  involved  in 
direct  engagement  with  our  own  boys. 
This  flow  of  shipping  comes  in  both  free 
world  and  Communist  bottoms.  The 
purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to  try  to 
tighten  up  a  bit  on  that  shipping. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  some  of 
the  shipping  that  goes  into  North  Viet¬ 
nam  is  carried  on  Communist  ships,  but 
is  supplied  or  furnished  by  free  world 
nations,  and  vice  versa. 

This  amendment  would  cut  both  ways. 
It  would  cut  off  from  concessional  sale 
advantage  under  title  I  or  title  IV  of  pub¬ 


lic  Law  480  any  nation  that  either  sells, 
furnishes  or  provides  any  commodities, 
equipment  or  supplies  to  North  Vietnam 
or  permits  ships  under  its  registry  or  air¬ 
craft  under  its  registry  to  ship  the  same. 

This  is  a  rather  modest  step,  but  a 
step  which  is  presently  available  to  the 
House.  Even  though  it  falls  far  short  of 
what  I  am  sure  most  of  us  would  desire 
in  cutting  back  on  shipping  into  North 
Vietnam,  it  seems  to  me  a  healthy  step  in 
the  right  direction,  and  I  urge  support 
for  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  insist  upon  his 
point  of  order? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill  in 
that  it  imposes  new  duties,  new  respon¬ 
sibilities,  and  determinations  beyond  the 
ability  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
who  administers  this  program,  to  de¬ 
termine. 

I  serve  on  the  Defense  Appropriation 
Committee.  I  have  tried  repeatedly  to 
get  action  taken  in  this  area  hoping  to 
prevent  all  shipping  in  this  area,  particu¬ 
larly  of  all  materials  which  help  the 
enemy.  In  this  instance,  Insofar  as  I 
can  determine,  my  responsibility  as 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee  is  to 
point  out  the  law  as  I  see  it  though  I  am 
in  accord  with  the  objective.  This 
amendment  would  require  determination 
and  action  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  for  which  he  lacks  authority  or 
means  of  determination.  This  is  some¬ 
thing  the  military  should  do.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  does  not  have 
access  to  information.  Neither,  may  I 
say,  does  the  Congress.  Many  of  these 
determinations  have  to  do  with  informa¬ 
tion  that  is  not  readily  made  available  to 
the  public. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  desire  to  be  heard  on 
the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel 
that  this  amendment  is  in  order  for  pre¬ 
cisely  the  same  reason  as  the  amendment 
just  ruled  upon.  It  does  provide  a  limi¬ 
tation  on  funds  under  certain  conditions, 
and  therefore  certainly  is  completely 
within  the  rule. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Findley]  offers  an  amendment  directed 
to  page  36,  line  6,  which  would  add  a  new 
proviso,  as  follows: 

Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  by 
this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  ad¬ 
minister  programs  for  the  sale  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  pursuant  to  titles  I  or  IV 
of  Public  Law  480,  Eighty-Third  Congress,  as 
amended,  to  any  nation  which  sells  or  fur¬ 
nishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft 
under  its  registry  to  transport  to  North  Viet¬ 
nam  any  equipment,  materials  or  commodi¬ 
ties,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed  by 
a  Communist  regime — 

To  which  a  point  of  order  is  made  that 
it  is  legislation  under  the  appropriation 
bill. 

The  Chair  would  state  that  it  is  satis¬ 
fied  that  established  precedents  in  ac- 
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cord  with  the  pending  question  justifies 
its  holding  the  language  of  the  proposed 
amendment  as  a  limitation  on  the  ap¬ 
propriation,  and  therefore  overrules  the 
point  of  order. 

The  question  Is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Tire  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  div¬ 
ision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Albert)  there 
were — ayes  57,  noes  75. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Public  Law  480 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1967,  not 
otherwise  recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior 
years’  costs,  including  interest  thereon,  under 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1701-1709,  1721-1724,  1731-1736),  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  as  follows:  (1) 
Sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  for 
foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said 
Act,  $1,040,000,000;  (2)  commodities  disposed 
of  for  emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly 
peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said  Act, 
$200,000,000;  and  (3)  long-term  supply  con¬ 
tracts  pursuant  to  title  IV  of  said  Act, 
$377,000,000. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  necessary  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should 
like  to  have  the  attention  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee. 

With  respect  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  did  the  subcommittee  by 
any  chance  go  into  reports  that  there 
has  been  some  hanky-panky  or  skull¬ 
duggery  in  connection  with  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  sales  with  respect  to 
the  futures  market? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  No,  we  did  not  go 
Into  it.  In  my  experience  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  through  the  years,  I  have  never 
known  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  having  anything  to  do  with  the 
futures  market. 

We  have  pointed  out  on  numerous  oc¬ 
casions  that  any  corporation  having  that 
many  “actuals” — that  much  “spot  com¬ 
modity” — could  really  make  or  break  a 
futures  market,  in  respect  to  how  much 
it  might  throw  on  the  actual  market. 

We  did  not  go  into  anything  having 
to  do  with  the  futures  market. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  I  was  referring  to 
were  alleged  leaks  out  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  that  had  an  effect  on  the 
futures  market. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  am  proud  to  say 
that,  under  all  administrations,  I  have 
never  heard  any  indication  along  that 
line.  The  fact  that  I  did  not  hear  it  does 
not  mean  it  is  not  true,  but  I  have  never 
heard  of  any  charge  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Let  me  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  a  question  about  Public  Law  480. 

Will  the  $1,040  million  provided  in  the 
bill  cover  the  purchase  of  tobacco  from 
Government-held  stocks  for  use  in  fa¬ 
mine  relief  in  India  and  elsewhere? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  This  has  to  do  with 
foreign  currencies,  and  it  would  not  ap¬ 
ply  as  the  gentleman  points  out,  in  my 
opinion. 

Mr.  GROSS.  From  where  is  the  money 
going  to  come  to  buy  the  tobacco  which 


was  authorized  to  be  used  for  famine 
relief?  Would  it  be  in  this  bill,  or  in 
some  other  bill? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  is 
telling  me  something  when  he  says  that 
tobacco  is  used  for  famine  relief. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  will  re¬ 
call  that  in  the  famine  relief  bill  for  India 
the  House  provided  for  tobacco  and  cot¬ 
ton.  I  wondered  then  as  now  where  the 
money  was  to  come  from  to  get  the  to¬ 
bacco  and  the  cotton  to  be  shipped  to 
India  to  take  care  of  the  starving  people 
there,  and  whether  the  tobacco  would  be 
inserted  between  two  slabs  of  cotton  and 
served  in  a  sandwich,  or  how  it  was  to 
be  used.  I  have  never  been  able  to  get 
a  good  answer. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do  not  know  that  I 
can  give  the  gentleman  a  good  answer. 
I  can  tell  the  gentleman  what  I  know 
about  how  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  works. 

Insofar  as  I  understand  the  two  points 
the  gentleman  makes,  that  was  spon¬ 
sored  on  the  basis  that  if  these  needs 
were  supplied  from  the  surplus  in  the 
hands  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  thereby  India  might  be  persuaded 
to  produce  more  food  crops  and  thereby 
relieve  its  own  famine. 

Insofar  as  the  mechanics  of  handling 
it  are  concerned,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  now  has  on  hand  various 
commodities,  of  which  tobacco  is  one  and 
cotton  is  one.  They  have  full  authority 
to  sell  that  cotton  and  tobacco  in  world 
markets  at  any  price  they  may  see  fit. 
Where  your  money  markets  enter  into  it 
is  in  the  replacement  of  capital  impair¬ 
ment  to  the  Corporation  by  reason  of  its 
assets  which  they  have  moved  into  this 
channel  the  gentleman  described. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  what  I  am  trying 
to  get  at;  whether  this  is  where  the 
money  comes  from  to  make  the  reim¬ 
bursement  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  That  is  where  the 
commodity  comes  from,  leaving  a  money 
shortage  which  in  turn  has  to  be  made 
up  from  capital  restoration. 

Mr.  GROSS.  For  the  life  of  me  I  can¬ 
not  understand  why,  although  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  said  the  tobacco  was  necessary 
to  relieve  the  tension  of  the  starving  peo¬ 
ple  and  make  them  better  able  to  as¬ 
similate  the  food  given  them — I  still  do 
not  understand  the  reasoning  back  of  it. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do  not  know  any¬ 
one  here  that  I  would  rather  try  to  ex¬ 
plain  something  to  than  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa.  If  I  understood  it,  I  might 
tell  the  gentleman,  but  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand  it.  However,  I  can  tell  you  it  was 
offered  on  the  basis  that  by  providing 
for  these  needs  or  these  demands  it  was 
hoped  thereby  the  Indians  would  supply 
for  themselves  more  food  products  to  re¬ 
lieve  their  own  famine. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  I  have  another  min¬ 
ute,  I  would  like  to  go  forward  in  the 
bill,  to  the  National  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Food  and  Fibers  and  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  apprecaite  the  reduc¬ 
tion  which  the  committee  made  in  the 
money  for  the  purpose  of  support  of  this 
commission.  However,  I  hope  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  give  serious  thought  to  cut¬ 
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ting  it  out  altogether.  I  think  the  $350,- 
000  in  this  bill  is  $350,000  too  much.  I 
think  the  committee  has  already  devel¬ 
oped  evidence  that  there  is  altogether 
too  much  duplication  in  the  studies  al¬ 
ready  being  made.  We  do  not  need  this 
commission,  and  I  hope  it  will  be  cut  out. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Again  I  do  not  find 
any  argument  with  my  colleague. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  Act  shall  remain  available  for 
obligation  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year 
unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  KUPFERMAN 

Mr.  KUPFERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  fallows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Kufferman: 
On  page  40  immediately  following  line  3, 
insert  a  new  section  as  follows: 

“Sec.  508.  Money  appropriated  in  this  Act 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967,  only  to  the  extent 
that  expenditure  thereof  shall  not  result  in 
total  aggregate  net  expenditures  of  all  items 
provided  for  herein  beyond  95  percent  of  the 
total  aggregate  net  expenditures  estimated 
therefor  in  the  budget  for  1967  (H.  Doc. 
335).” 

Mr.  KUPFERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
use  agricultural  terms,  I  believe  that 
what  is  sauce  for  the  goose  is  sauce  for 
the  gander.  The  sacred  cow  of  agricul¬ 
ture  must  face  the  same  loss  of  possible 
fat  that  the  other  departments  of  this 
Government  must  face. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  Republican  col¬ 
leagues  have  offered  amendments  to  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  related 
agencies  appropiration  bill,  1967,  as 
shown  at  pages  77-83  of  the  Record  of 
April  6,  1966,  and  the  Treasury,  Post 
Office,  and  Executive  Offices  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  1967,  as  shown  at  pages  73-88 
of  April  6,  1966,  to  cut  those  bills  to  the 
extent  of  5  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me,  and  I 
would  hope,  that  the  appropriation  for 
our  city  cousins  are  not  considered  less 
necessary  than  those  for  the  rest  of 
our  country,  our  friends  in  the  country. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the 
adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason  I  rise  in  op¬ 
position  to  this  amendment  is  in  view 
of  my  5 -percent  amendment  which  I 
have  proposed  on  the  other  bills  to  which 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  has 
alluded. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  listened  to  what  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  had  to 
say.  I  want  to  say  that  this  amendment 
which  I  have  previously  offered  will  be 
offered  to  other  bills.  However,  this  sub¬ 
committee  has  worked  hard  and  long  to 
bring  back  to  this  House  those  programs 
which  we  have  had  in  the  past  and  which 
have  been  most  beneficial,  such  as  the 
school  lunch  program,  the  special  milk 
program  and  research  by  the  land-grant 
colleges  State  experiment  stations  and  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  itself. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  a  question  of 
discrimination  against  the  cities  and  in 
behalf  of  fanners.  It  simply  gives  back 
to  the  boys  and  girls  in  the  cities  their 
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school  lunch  program  and  it  gives  back 
to  them  the  special  milk  that  brings  good 
health  to  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  were  to  accept  this 
amendment  to  the  bill — and  I  said  in 
general  debate  I  was  not  offering  the  5- 
percent  amendment  because  it  would 
limit  spending  in  1967  to  95  percent  of 
what  the  President  proposed  in  his 
budget  to  spend  on  the  items  in  this  bill — 
we  would  knock  out  all  of  the  section  32 
funds  which  cover  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  special  milk  program, 
which  I  am  sure  this  country  wants  and 
which  I  am  convinced  the  President 
thought  would  be  put  back  in  when  the 
bill  came  to  the  floor  of  the  House  for 
consideration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  opposed  to  this 
amendment,  but  I  still  say  to  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  that  the  5 -percent 
amendment  will  be  offered  on  other  bills. 
We  are  not  trying  to  discriminate  against 
the  cities.  We  are  not  coddling  the  farm 
people.  This  is  for  the  benefit  of  all 
people  and  though  I  have  differed  with 
you  today  on  some  of  these  amendments, 
I  shall  continue  to  tiy  to  bear  the  brunt 
of  keeping  our  economy  good.  However, 
I  do  not  believe  it  is  economy  to  take 
away  from  the  health  and  welfare  of  the 
children  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  KUPFERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOW.  Of  course,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KUPFERMAN.  Is  the  gentleman 
suggesting,  Sir,  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  so  insensitive  to  the  needs 
of  children  and  students  that  he  would 
cut,  among  other  things,  the  school  lunch 
program  and  the  milk  program? 

Mr.  BOW.  Yes.  I  believe,  perhaps, 
that  is  true.  We  have  all  seen  the  budget 
that  came  up  here.  It  became  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  Congress  to  restore 
these  funds. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  point  out  that 
this  amendment  which  has  been  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Kupferman],  if  adopted,  would  virtually 
cut  out  the  school  milk  program.  It 
would  cut  the  funds  to  95  percent  of  the 
$21  million  proposed  by  the  budget.  It 
would  completely  offset  the  committee 
restoration. 

If  they  want  to  eliminate  the  milk 
program,  the  members  of  the  Committee 
will  vote  for  his  amendment.  But  if  the 
members  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  agree 
with  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
that  the  school  milk  and  lunch  programs 
are  worth  while  in  the  district  repre¬ 
sented  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Kupferman]  as  well  as  our  own  dis¬ 
tricts,  they  will  vote  down  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  KUPFERMAN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KUPFERMAN.  Is  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  suggesting  also  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  so  insensitive 
to  the  needs  of  children  and  to  the  needs 


of  students  that  he  would  cut,  among 
many  other  things,  funds  that  could  be 
used  for  the  school  lunch  program  and 
the  milk  program? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  made  no  reference 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  I  re¬ 
ferred  to  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  who  has  had  the  floor. 

Mr.  KUPFERMAN.  And,  who  would 
do  the  cutting,  may  I  ask? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  amendment 
would  do  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is 
on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Kupferman]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  concluded  the  reading  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  at  this  time 
personally  to  pay  my  respects  to  the 
presiding  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  on  this  bill,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keogh].  I 
wish  to  commend  him  for  the  fine  job 
he  has  done  through  the  years,  not  only 
in  the  many  areas  of  his  interests  and 
efforts  in  the  Congress,  but  in  presid¬ 
ing  over  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  on 
many  of  the  annual  appropriation  bills 
having  to  do  with  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Certainly  he  has  demonstrated,  may 
I  say  to  my  colleague,  as  I  have  said 
many  times  before,  that  those  who  leave 
the  House  voluntarily  are  those  that 
we  can  least  afford  to  give  up. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  making  this 
statement  at  this  time  because  I  feel 
this  so  very  deeply. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  do  now  rise  and  report  the  bill 
back  to  the  House  with  sundry  amend¬ 
ments,  with  the  recommendation  that 
the  amendments  be  agreed  to  and  that 
the  bill,  as  amended,  do  pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Keogh,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee 
having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.R.  14596)  making  appro¬ 

priations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for 
other  purposes,  had  directed  him  to  re¬ 
port  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with  sun¬ 
dry  amendments,  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  amendments  be  agreed  to 
and  that  the  bill,  as  amended,  do  pass. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  amendment?  If  not, 
the  Chair  will  put  them  en  gros. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendments. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  ^as  read  the 
third  time. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

For  what  purpose  does  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  rise? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  quali¬ 
fies.  The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Findley  moves  that  the  bill  be  recom¬ 
mitted  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
wtih  instructions  to  report  it  back  forth¬ 
with  with  the  following  amendment: 

“Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  by 
this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  ad¬ 
minister  programs  for  the  sale  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  pursuant  to  titles  I  or  IV 
of  Public  Law  480,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  to  any  nation  which  sells  or  fur¬ 
nishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft 
under  its  registry  to  transport  to  North  Viet¬ 
nam  any  equipment,  materials,  or  com¬ 
modities,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  gov¬ 
erned  by  a  Communist  regime.” 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  this 
vote  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  290,  nays  98,  not  voting  44,  as 
follows; 

[Roll  No.  70] 

YEAS — 290 


Abemethy 

Conte 

Greigg 

Adair 

Cooley 

Griffin 

Adams 

Corbett 

Gross 

Addabbo 

Craley 

Grover 

Anderson,  HI. 

Cramer 

Gubser 

Andrews, 

Cunningham 

Gurney 

George  W. 

Curtin 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Andrews, 

Curtis 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Glenn 

Dague 

Haley 

Andrews, 

Daniels 

Hall 

N.  Dak. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Halleck 

Arends 

Davis,  Wis. 

Hamilton 

Ashbrook 

de  la  Garza 

Hanley 

Ashmore 

Denton 

Hanma 

Ayres 

Derwinski 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Baring 

Devine 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Barrett 

Dickinson 

Hardy 

Bates 

Diggs 

Harsha 

Battin 

Dole 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Belcher 

Donohue 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Bell 

Dom 

Hays 

Bennett 

Downing 

Hechler 

Berry 

Dulski 

Helstoski 

Bolton 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

Henderson 

Bow 

Dwyer 

Hicks 

Bray 

Dyal 

Horton 

Brock 

Edmondson 

Hosmer 

Broomfield 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Howard 

Brown,  Clar¬ 

Edwards,  La. 

HuU 

ence  J.,  Jr. 

Ellsworth 

Hungate 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Erlenbom 

Huot 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Hutchinson 

Buchanan 

Fallon 

Ichord 

Burton,  Utah 

Fascell 

Irwin 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Feighan 

Jennings 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Findley 

Joelson 

Cabell 

Fino 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Cahill 

Fisher 

Jonas 

Callan 

Flood 

Jones,  Mo. 

Carey 

Flynt 

Jones,  N.C. 

Carter 

Fogarty 

Keith 

Casey 

Foley 

King,  N.Y. 

Cederberg 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

King,  Utah 

Chamberlain 

Fountain 

Kornegay 

Chelf 

Frelinghuysen 

Krebs 

Clancy 

Friedel 

Kunkel 

Clark 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Kupferman 

Clausen, 

Garmatz 

Laird 

Don  H. 

Gathings 

Landrum 

Clawson,  Dei 

Giaimo 

Langen 

Cleveland 

Gibbons 

Latta 

Collier 

Goodell 

Lenmon 

Colmer 

Grabowskl 

Long,  La. 

Conable 

Green,  Pa. 

Long,  Md. 
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Love 

Pickle 

Smith,  Va. 

McCarthy 

Pike 

Springer 

McClory 

Pimle 

Stafford 

McCulloch 

Poage 

Staggers 

McDade 

Poff 

Stalbaum 

McEwen 

Pool 

Stanton 

McGrath 

Puclnskl 

Steed 

McVicker 

Purcell 

Stephens 

Macdonald 

Quie 

Stratton 

MacGregor 

Quillen 

Stubblefield 

Machen 

Race 

Sweeney 

Mackay 

Randall 

Talcott 

Madden 

Redlin 

Taylor 

Mailtiard 

Reid,  Ill. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Marsh 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Tenzer 

Martin,  Ala. 

Re  if  el 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Martin,  Mass. 

Reinecke 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

Trimble 

May 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Tuck 

Meeds 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Tunmey 

Michel 

Roberts 

Tupper 

Mills 

Robison 

Tuten 

Minlsh 

Rodino 

Utt 

Minshall 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Van  Deerlin 

Moeller 

Rogers,  Tex, 

Vanik 

Monagan 

Rumsfeld 

Vigorito 

Moore 

Satterfield 

Walker,  Miss. 

Morris 

St  Germain 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

Morse 

St.  Onge 

Watkins 

Morton 

Saylor 

Watson 

Mosher 

Schisler 

Watts 

Multer 

Schmidhauser 

Whalley 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Schneebell 

White,  Idaho 

Natcher 

Schwelker 

White,  Tex. 

Nelsen 

Secrest 

Whitener 

O’Brien 

Selden 

Whitten 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Senner 

Widnall 

O’Konski 

Shipley 

Wilson, 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Charles  H. 

Ottinger 

Sikes 

Wolff 

Passman 

Wright 

Patten 

Skubitz 

Wyatt 

Pelly 

Slack 

Wydler 

Perkins 

Smith,  Calif. 

Yates 

Philbin 

Smith,  N.Y. 

NAYS — 98 

Younger 

Albert 

Fulton,  Term. 

Moss 

Anderson, 

Gallagher 

Murphy,  Ill. 

Term. 

Gilbert 

Nedzi 

Annunzio 

Gllligan 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Aspinall 

Gonzalez 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Bandstra 

Gray 

Olson,  Minn. 

Bingham 

Green,  Oreg. 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Blatnik 

Griffiths 

Patman 

Boggs 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Pepper 

Boland 

Hathaway 

Powell 

Bolling 

Hawkins 

Price 

Brademas 

Holifield 

Rees 

Brooks 

Holland 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Brown,  Calif. 

Jacobs 

Ronan 

Burke 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Roncalio 

Burton,  Calif. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Cameron 

Karsten 

Rosenthal 

Celler 

Kastenmeier 

Rostenkowski 

Clevenger 

Kee 

Ryan 

Cohelan 

Keogh 

Scheuer 

Culver 

King,  Calif. 

Sickles 

Dawson 

Kirwan 

Sisk 

Dent 

Kluczynski 

Smith,  Iowa 

Dingell 

Leggett 

Sullivan 

Dow 

McDowell 

Thomas 

Duncan,  Or  eg. 

McFall 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Mackie 

Todd 

Evans,  Colo. 

Mahon 

Udall 

Farbstein 

Matsunaga 

UUman 

Famsiey 

Miller 

Vivian 

Famum 

Mink 

Young 

Ford, 

Moorhead 

Zablocki 

William  D. 

Morgan 

Fraser 

Morrison 

NOT  VOTING— 

44 

Abbitt 

Halpem 

Reuss 

Ashley 

Hubert 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Beckworth 

Herlong 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Betts 

Jarman 

Roudebush 

Burleson 

Johnson,  Okla. 

Roush 

CaUaway 

Karth 

Roybal 

Conyers 

Kelly 

Scott 

Corman 

Lipscomb 

Teague,  Tex. 

Daddario 

McMillan 

Toll 

Delaney 

Mathias 

Waggonner 

Dowdy 

Matthews 

Weltner 

Everett 

Mize 

Williams 

Fuqua 

Murray 

Willis 

Gettys 

Nix 

Wilson,  Bob 

Grider 

Resnick 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  agreed 
to. 


The  Clerk  announced  the  following 

pairs : 

Mr.  Rooney  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Mize. 

Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  with  Mr.  CaUaway. 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Roudebush. 

Mr.  Delaney  with  Mr.  Bob  Wilson. 

Mr.  Grider  with  Mr.  Mathias. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  Alaska  with  Mr.  Lipscomb. 

Mr.  Dowdy  with  Mr.  Betts. 

Mr.  Waggonner  with  Mr.  Halpem. 

Mr.  Williams  with  Mrs.  Kelly. 

Mr.  Burleson  with  Mr.  Ashley. 

Mr.  Daddario  with  Mr.  Conyers. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Toll. 

Mr.  Resnick  with  Mr.  Nix. 

Mr.  Reuss  with  Mr.  Karth. 

Mr.  Abbitt  with  Mr.  Fuqua. 

Mr.  Gettys  with  Mr.  Matthews. 

Mr.  Jarman  with  Mr.  Roybal. 

Mr.  Roush  with  Mr.  Scott. 

Mr.  Weltner  with  Mr.  Johnson  of  Okla¬ 
homa. 

Mr.  Herlong  with  Mr.  Everett. 

Mr.  McMillan  with  Mr.  Beckworth. 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington  changed 
her  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  GIAIMO  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  MEEDS  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  FLOOD  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  BYRNE  of  Pennsylvania  changed 
his  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.”  _ 

Mr.  ST.  ONGE  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  HANLEY  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  VANIK  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  MADDEN  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Louisiana  changed 
his  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois  changed  his 
vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  PUCINSKI  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  TENZER  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  CALLAN  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  HICKS  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  O’BRIEN  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

The.  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  instructions  of  the  House  in 
the  motion  to  recommit,  I  report  back  the 
bill  H.R.  14596  with  an  amendment. 

Tire  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

On  page  36  on  line  6  strike  the  period,  in¬ 
sert  a  colon  and  the  following: 

“ Provided ,  that  no  funds  appropriated  by 
this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  ad¬ 
minister  programs  for  the  sale  of  agricultural 
commodities  pursuant  to  titles  I  or  IV  of 
Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress,  as  amended, 
to  any  nation  which  sells  or  furnishes  or 
which  permits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its 
registry  to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  any 
equipment,  materials,  or  commodities,  so  long 
as  North  Vietnam  is  governed  by  a  Commu¬ 
nist  regime.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 


The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  366,  nays  23,  not  voting  43,  as 
follows: 

[Roll  No.  71] 

YEAS — 366 


Abernethy 

Davis,  Ga. 

Harsha 

Adair 

Davis,  Wis. 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Addabbo 

Dawson 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Albert 

de  la  Garza 

Hathaway 

Anderson,  HI. 

Dent 

Hawkins 

Anderson, 

Denton 

Hays 

Term. 

Derwinski 

Hechler 

Andrews, 

Devine 

Helstoski 

George  W. 

Dickinson 

Henderson 

Andrews, 

Diggs 

Hicks 

Glenn 

Dingell 

Holifield 

Andrews, 

Dole 

Holland 

N.  Dak. 

Donohue 

Horton 

Annunzio 

Dorn 

Howard 

Arends 

Dow 

Huh 

Ashbrook 

Downing 

Hungate 

Ashmore 

Dulski 

Huot 

Aspinall 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Hutchinson 

Ayres 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

Ichord 

Bandstra 

Dwyer 

Irwin 

Baring 

Dyal 

Jennings 

Barrett 

Edmondson 

Joelson 

Bates 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Battin 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Belcher 

Edwards,  La. 

Jonas 

Bennett 

Ellsworth 

Jones,  Ala. 

Berry 

Erlenborn 

Jones,  Mo. 

Bingham 

Evans,  Colo. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Blatnik 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Karsten 

Boggs 

Fallon 

Karth 

Boland 

Farbstein 

Kastenmeier 

BoUing 

Famsiey 

Kee 

Bolton 

Farnum 

Keith 

Bow 

Fascell 

Keogh 

Brademas 

Feighan 

King,  Calif. 

Bray 

Fino 

King,  N.Y. 

Brock 

Fisher 

King,  Utah 

Brooks 

Flood 

Kirwan 

Broomfield 

Flynt 

Kluczynski 

Brown,  Calif. 

Fogarty 

Kornegay 

Brown,  Clar¬ 

Foley 

Krebs 

ence  J.,  Jr. 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Kunkel 

BroyhiU,  N.C. 

Ford, 

Kupferman 

BroyhlU,  Va. 

William  D. 

Laird 

Buchanan 

Fountain 

Landrum 

Burke 

Fraser 

Langen 

Burton,  Calif. 

Frelinghuysen 

Latta 

Burton,  Utah 

Friedel 

Leggett 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Lennon 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Gallagher 

Long,  La. 

Cabell 

Garmatz 

Love 

Cahill 

Gathings 

McClory 

Cahan 

Giaimo 

McCulloch 

Carey 

Gibbons 

McDade 

Carter 

Gilbert 

McDowell 

Casey 

Gllligan 

McEwen 

Cederberg 

Gonzalez 

McFall 

Celler 

Goodell 

McGrath 

Chamberlain 

Grabowski 

McVicker 

Chelf 

Gray 

Macdonald 

Clancy 

Green,  Oreg. 

MacGregor 

Clark 

Green,  Pa. 

Machen 

Clausen, 

Greigg 

Mackay 

Don  H. 

Griffin 

Mackie 

Clawson,  Del 

Griffiths 

Madden 

Cleveland 

Gross 

Mahon 

Clevenger 

Grover 

Marsh 

Cohelan 

Gubser 

Martin,  Ala. 

Collier 

Gurney 

Martin,  Mass. 

Colmer 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Conable 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Matsunaga 

Conte 

Haley 

May 

Cooley 

Hall 

Meeds 

Corbett 

HaUeck 

Michel 

Craley 

Hamilton 

Miller 

Cramer 

Hanley 

Mills 

Culver 

Hanna 

Minish 

Cunningham 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Mink 

Curtin 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Moeller 

Dague 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Monagan 

Daniels 

Hardy 

Moore 
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Moorhead 

Reifel 

Stephens 

Morgan 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Stratton 

Morris 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Stubblefield 

Morrison 

Rivers,  S.O. 

Sullivan 

Morse 

Roberts 

Sweeney 

Morton 

Robison 

Talcott 

Mosher 

Rodino 

Taylor 

Moss 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Teague,  CaUf. 

Multer 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Tenzer 

Murphy,  HL 

Ronan 

Thomas 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Roncalio 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Natcher 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Nedzi 

Rosenthal 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Nelsen 

Rostenkowski 

Todd 

O’Brien 

Rumsfeld 

Trimble 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Ryan 

Tuck 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Satterfield 

Tunney 

O’Konski 

St  Germain 

Tupper 

Olsen,  Mont. 

St.  Onge 

Tuten 

Olson,  Minn. 

Saylor 

Ullman 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Scheuer 

Van  Deerlln 

O'Neill,  Mass. 

Schisler 

Vanik 

Passman 

Schmidhauser 

Vigorito 

Patman 

Schneebeli 

Vivian 

Patten 

Schweiker 

Walker,  Miss. 

Pepper 

Secrest 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

Perkins 

Selden 

Watkins 

Philbin 

Senner 

Watson 

Pickle 

Shipley 

Watts 

Pike 

Shriver 

Whalley 

Pirnie 

Sickles 

White,  Idaho 

Poage 

Sikes 

White,  Tex. 

Poff 

Sisk 

Whitener 

Pool 

Skubitz 

Whitten 

Powell 

Slack 

Widnall 

Price 

Smith,  Iowa 

Wilson, 

Pucinskl 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Charles  H. 

Purcell 

Smith,  Va. 

Wright 

Quie 

Springer 

Wyatt 

Quillen 

Stafford 

Yates 

Race 

Staggers 

Young 

Randall 

Stalbaum 

Younger 

Redlin 

Stanton 

Zablockl 

Reid,  Ill. 

Steed 

NAYS— 23 

Adams 

Jacobs 

Reinecke 

Bell 

McCarthy 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Cameron 

Mailliard 

Smith,  Calif. 

Corman 

Minshall 

UdaU 

Curtis 

Ottinger 

Utt 

Findley 

Felly 

Wolff 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Rees 

Wydler 

Hosmer 

Reid,  N.Y. 

NOT  VOTING — 43 

Abbitt 

Hebert 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Ashley 

Herlong 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Beckworth 

Jarman 

Roudebush 

Betts 

Johnson,  Okla. 

Roush 

Burleson 

Kelly 

Roybal 

Callaway 

Lipscomb 

Scott 

Conyers 

Long,  Md. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Daddario 

McMillan 

Toll 

Delaney 

Mathias 

Waggonner 

Dowdy 

Matthews 

Weltner 

Everett 

Mize 

Williams 

Fuqua 

Murray 

Willis 

Gettys 

Nix 

Wilson,  Bob 

Grider 

Resnick 

Halpern 

Reuss 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk 

announced 

the  following 

pairs : 

Mr.  Rooney  of  New  York  with.  Mr.  Betts. 
Mrs.  Kelly  with  Mr.  Halpern. 

Mr.  Hubert  with  Mr.  Roudebush. 

Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Bob  Wilson. 
Mr.  Dowdy  with  Mr.  Mize. 

Mr.  Grider  with  Mr.  Callaway. 

Mr.  Burleson  with  Mr.  Lipscomb. 

Mr.  Daddario  with  Mr.  Mathias. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  Alaska  with  Mr.  Nix. 

Mr.  Williams  with  Mr.  Toll. 

Mr.  Gettys  with  Mr.  Matthews. 

Mr.  Roybal  with  Mr.  Scott. 

Mr.  Ashley  with  Mr.  Abbitt. 

Mr.  Herlong  with  Mr.  Johnson  of  Okla¬ 
homa. 

Mr.  Delaney  with  Mr.  Conyers. 

Mr.  Everett  with  Mr.  Resnick. 

Mr.  Reuss  with  Mr.  Weltner. 

Mr.  Waggonner  with  Mr.  Roush. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Fuqua. 

Mr.  Jarman  with  Mr.  Long  of  Maryland. 

Mr.  Beckworth  with  Mr.  McMillan. 

Mr.  BELL  changed  his  vote  from  ‘‘yea’* 
to  “nay.” 


Mr.  FINDLEY  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 
REMARKS 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which 
to  revise  and  to  extend  their  remarks  on 
the  bill  just  considered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

U.S.  NEWS  &  WORLD  REPORT  WARNS 

BUSINESSMEN  THAT  FEDERAL 

RESERVE  TIGHT  MONEY  POLICIES 

ALWAYS  CAUSE  RECESSION 

(Mr.  PATMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  thi 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  e; 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  &ve ry 
reek  hundreds  of  thousands  of  America’s 
business  leaders  read  U.S.  .News  & 
Wdrld  Report,  one  of  the  more  popular 
business  and  financial  periodicals.  The 
issue  April  18,  1966,  i.yparticularly 
noteworthy  in  pointing  out/hat  through¬ 
out  the  history  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System — over  50  years— the  Fed  has 
invariably  tnrown  our  economy  into  a 
recession  or  depression  in  attempts  to 
resist  inflation, or  imaginary. 

The  article  emphasizes  that  President 
Johnson  is  extremely  wary  of  tighter 
credit  and  for  goock  reasons.  Interest 
rates  are  at/record  highs  and  Govern¬ 
ment  bond/prices  at  record  lows,  all  be¬ 
cause  of  tight  money  whush  threatens  to 
be  even/tighter  as  the  Federal  Reserve 
pursues  its  drastic  course. 

'  only  serious  disagreement  with  this 
article,  which  with  unanimous  consent  I 
ill  insert  at  this  point  in  the  REbpRD,  is 
nth  the  author’s  conclusion  that  the 
1957-58  recession  may  be  labeled  “mild” 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  5.2  million  peo¬ 
ple — 7.5  percent  of  the  work  force — wen 
unemployed. 

[From  the  U.S.  News  &  World  Report, 

Apr.  18,  1966] 

When  Monet  Is  Tightened — What  the 
Record  Shows 

The  tightening  squeeze  on  money  is  worry¬ 
ing  President  Johnson.  A  look  back  in  his¬ 
tory  explains  why.  Time  and  again,  a  turn 
of  the  credit  screws  has  been  followed  by  a 
slump  in  business.  Question  being  raised: 
WiU  history  repeat? 

President  Johnson  is  wary  about,  even  op¬ 
posed  to,  any  new  moves  to  make  money  still 
harder  or  more  expensive  to  borrow  as  a  way 
to  resist  inflation. 

This  wariness  on  the  part  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  related  to  past  experience.  That  ex¬ 
perience  indicates,  over  the  half  century  of 
Federal  Reserve  System  history,  that  each 
time  money  tightening  was  used  to  check  in¬ 
flation  pressures  a  recession  or  depression 
followed. 

That  happened  on  seven  past  occasions. 

As  a  consequence,  if  new  steps  are  to  be 
needed  to  bring  inflation  under  control,  the 
White  House  will  favor  an  increase  in  taxes 


or  voluntary  restraints  on  investment  tp'  do 
the  job. 

Telltale  evidence:  The  experience/  with 
"tight  money”  as  the  restraining  .force  in 
other  expansion  periods  is  being  v jewed  now 
as  a  telltale  record. 

The  Federal  Reserve  Board,  go/eming  body 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  System/ first  used  its 
restrictive  power  over  money  in  a  decisive 
way  starting  back  in  1919.  /The  moves  made 
and  what  then  happened  that  occasion  as 
well  as  on  the  other  occasions  when  Reserve 
Board  action  was  tak/n  to  check  inflation 
are  described  in  whajr  follows : 

>F  1919-20 

Action:  A  severe  squeeze  on  credit  was 
imposed  to  haljr  an  upward  spiral  in  com¬ 
modity  prices.  > 

The  discount  rate,  which  is  the  Federal 
Reserve’s  charge  on  loans  to  commercial 
banks,  wap  raised  in  three  stages  from  4  per¬ 
cent  in  November  1919,  all  the  way  to  7  per¬ 
cent  by  the  following  June. 

Interest  rates  climbed  sharply  all  along  the 
line/ 

;  us  in  esses  raising  money  on  their  short- 
irm,  promissory  notes  found  themselves 
laving  to  pay  8.125  percent  interest,  up  from 
the  previous  5.25  percent. 

The  money  squeeze  pushed  up  yields  on 
U.S.  Government  bonds  to  5.67  percent  and 
on  top-grade  corporate  bonds  to  6.38  percent. 

What  happened:  The  boom  managed  to 
move  up  for  2  months  beyond  the  initial 
action  to  tighten  money. 

Then,  as  the  credit  squeeze  took  hold,  the 
boom  turned  into  a  slump. 

In  the  depression  that  followed — 

Stock  prices  plummeted  47  percent.  In¬ 
dustrial  production  fell  32  percent.  The 
number  of  people  holding  Jobs  declined  by 
3  million.  The  slump  in  buying  by  con¬ 
sumers  and  business  triggered  a  drop  of  44 
percent  in  commodity  prices.  Once  started, 
the  decline  in  business  activity  ran  for  18 
months. 

BOOM  OF  1928-29 

Action:  Another  crackdown  on  credit  be¬ 
gan  in  February  1928.  The  discount  rate  was 
pushed  up  in  four  steps  from  3.5  to  6  percent 
by  the  summer  of  1929. 

All  borrowers  felt  the  squeeze.  In  1929, 
the  U.S.  Treasury  had  to  pay  as  much  as  5 
percent  to  borrow  money  for  90  days.  People 
borrowing  to  buy  stocks  found  the  call-loan 
rate  at  20  percent,  up  from  the  previous  4 
percent. 

What  happened:  Business  activity  reached 
a  peak  in  August  1929.  The  stock  market 
pushed  on  to  a  record  high  in  September. 
The  boom  was  already  turning  into  a  slump 
when  the  great  crash  hit  the  stock  market 
in  October. 

The  43 -month  depression  that  followed 
the  most  severe  in  U.S.  history.  Soon 
thtKdepression  was  worldwide. 

Iirthe  depression  of  the  1930’s — 

Stock  prices  declined  90  percent,  and  did 
not  regain  their  1929  highs  for  a  generation. 
Bonds  dropped  sharply.  The  banking  sys¬ 
tem  collated.  Industrial  output  dropped 
by  half,  unemployment  rose  to  13  million. 
Wholesale  prices  fell  38  percent.  Farm  prices 
slumped  64  percent. 

BOCdUI  OF  1936-37 

Action:  Clampdown  on  credit  took  the 
form  of  a  squeeze  on\bank  reserves.  Money 
managers  doubled  the  amount  of  funds  that 
big-city  banks  had  to \teep  in  reserve  to 
back  up  deposits.  Margin  rules  for  buying 
stock  oh  credit  were  tightened  twice.  Presi¬ 
dent  Roosevelt,  alarmed  at  rising  commodity 
and  stock  prices,  reduced  Fedteyal  spending. 

What  happened :  Business  slidNfito  a  short, 
but  sharp,  recession. 

In  a  decline  that  lasted  in  mid-1931  — 

Industrial  production  fell  by  onl  third. 
Unemployment  rose  to  10.5  million — 3  Work¬ 
er  in  5. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


8554 

\ 

Stockholders  saw  the  market  nose-dive  48 
percent.  Prices  of  commodities,  on  average, 
dropped  15  percent. 

BOOM  OP  1948 

ActionVA  variety  of  measures  were  used  by 
money  managers  to  check  an  inflationary 
boom.  Within  a  9-month  period,  the  dis¬ 
count  rate  v>as  raised  twice,  and  bank  re¬ 
serve  requirements  were  increased  three 
times.  Consumter-credit  controls,  lapsed 
since  the  days  or\World  War  II,  were  reim¬ 
posed. 

Interest  rates  mhiyed  up — though  they 
were  still  at  relatively  low  levels. 

What  happened:  By  mid-1948,  factory  out¬ 
put  began  to  drop.  Thevstock  market,  too, 
was  at  its  peak.  By  Dek^mber  a  general 
recession  was  underway. 

In  the  decline  lasting  11  rhnnths — - 

Output  of  industry  dropped  8  percent. 
Unemployment  rose  to  nearly  tkmillion  at 
the  bottom  of  the  recession.  Number  of 
people  with  jobs  declined  by  2  million. 

With  the  tightening  of  mortgage\credit, 
housing  starts  fell  from  an  annual  rbte  of 
1.5  million  in  April  1948,  to  1.2  million  in 
October  and  continued  at  the  lower  level  tor 
6  months.  On  Wall  Street,  stock  marks 
prices  dropped  by  16  percent. 

BOOM  OP  1952-53 

Action:  Moves  to  restrict  credit  were  mild 
In  this  period.  Discount  rate  was  raised  from 
1.75  percent  to  2  percent.  Even  so,  interest 
rates  increased  for  all  borrowers.  Yields  on 
U.S.  Government  bonds  moved  up  to  3.09 
percent,  against  the  previous  2.61  percent. 

What  happened:  By  August  1953,  business 
activity  was  falling  off.  The  recession  proved 
mild.  It  was  due  largely  to  military  cutbacks 
following  the  Korean  war,  rather  than  to 
tight  money. 

The  downtrend  lasted  13  months — 

Industrial  output  dropped  10  percent.  The 
stock  market  registered  a  13 -percent  de¬ 
cline. 

About  2.5  million  people  lost  Jobs.  Unem¬ 
ployment  rose  to  6.2  percent  of  the  work 
force.  Housing  starts  fell  off. 

BOOM  OP  1955-57 

Action:  The  economy  came  under  vigorous 
restraint.  Discount  rate  was  raised  seven 
times  within  a  little  more  than  2  years — 
from  1.5  percent  to  3.5  percent.  Stock  mar¬ 
ket  margins  were  pushed  up  from  50-percent 
cash  in  buying  stocks  to  a  70-percent  cash 
requirement. 

Borrowers  found  that  all  types  of  loans 
were  harder  to  get — -and  more  costly.  The 
U.S.  Treasury  had  to  pay  3.66  percent  to  bor¬ 
row  money  for  90  days.  Top  corporations 
were  forced  to  pay  more  than  4-percent  in¬ 
terest  in  the  bond  market,  the  highest  ii 
decades. 

What  happened:  Another  mild  recession 
got  underway.  Actually,  industry’s  output 
had  begun  to  fall  after  March  1957/  But 
credit-tightening  moves  were  taken  gs  late  as 
August  of  that  year,  ushering  in  fi.  general 
decline  in  business. 

In  the  downturn  that  continued  9 
months — 

Industry’s  output  fell  14 /percent.  Sig¬ 
nificantly,  business  spending  for  new  plant 
and  equipment  declined  sharply  for  the  first 
time  in  the  postwar  period. 

The  cutback  in  capital  outlays,  from  the 
third  quarter  of  1957  to  the  third  quarter 
of  1958,  amounted  tqtJ2  percent. 

With  lower  spending  on  factories  and  ma¬ 
chinery,  new  jol?s  were  not  created  at  the 
earlier  pace.  Unemployment  climbed  to  5.2 
million — 7.5  percent  of  the  work  force. 
Housing  starts  fell  into  a  slump.  The  prices 
of  stocks  showed  a  decline  of  19  percent. 
Despite  cjddit  restraint,  wholesale  prices  con¬ 
tinued  to  creep  higher. 

BOOM  OP  1958-60 

Action :  Credit  was  tightened  gradually 
over  a  13-month  period.  Discount  rate  was 


April  26,  1966 


raised  five  times,  from  1.75  percent  to  4  per¬ 
cent.  Stock  margins  were  pushed  up  to  90 
percent,  against  the  earlier  50  percent. 

By  early  1960,  Interest  rates  were  highest 
in  a  generation. 

What  happened:  A  broad  business  decline 
began  in  mid-1960,  just  9  months  after  the 
money  managers  had  raised  the  discount 
rate  for  the  fifth  time. 

In  the  recession  that  carried  into  early 
1961- 

Output  of  industry  dropped  7  percent. 
Again,  businessmen  cut  back  on  spending  for 
new  plants  and  equipment. 

The  housing  industry,  usually  the  first  to 
feel  the  effects  of  costlier  credit,  quickly 
reacted:  Housing  starts  fell  20  percent.  Un¬ 
employment  climbed  above  5  million.  The 
stock  market  reacted  by  falling  17  percent. 

BOOM  OP  1961-66 

Action:  Until  last  December,  money  man¬ 
agers  followed  a  generally  easy  policy  on 
money,  providing  the  economy  with  a  gen¬ 
erous  supply  of  credit.  Since  then,  however, 
authorities  have  been  following  a  deflation¬ 
ary  policy  on  money.  Discount  rate  now  is 
at  4.5  percent,  highest  in  36  years.  The  Na¬ 
tion’s  money  supply  now  is  growing  at  only 
half  the  rate  of  recent  years. 

Interest  rates  are  near  record  highs, 
lanks  are  being  forced  to  ration  credit. 
Borrowers  of  all  kinds — from  consumers  to, 
local  governments — are  finding  it  harder  ti 
get  rsjans  even  if  they  are  willing  to  pay 
higherrates. 

What\  happening:  Boom  still  Is/ very 
strong.  Inflation  pressures  remain  a (  prob¬ 
lem.  Pricek  keep  moving  up.  Yet  Signs  are 
appearing  hkre  and  there  that  /the  com¬ 
bination  of  tighter. money  and  higher  social 
security  and  oth^r  taxes  is  beginning  to  have 
some  effect. 

Among  these — 

Housing  construction  is  jfre ak,  and  experts 
predict  further  weakening  as  a  result  of 
rising  mortgage  rates.  number  of  States 
and  localities  have  h%n  to  postpone,  or  can¬ 
cel,  projects  becau^S  of  yhe  high  cost  of 
borrowed  money. 

The  stock  mark/t  has  slumped  about  5  per¬ 
cent  since  its  .February  high.  Consumer 
buying  on  the/installment  planSdeclined  in 
February  for/the  third  straight  month. 

Big  question  now:  Will  credit 'Restraint 
check  this'boom  as  it  has  past  booms\  Pres¬ 
ident  Johnson  clearly  is  concerned  'about 
such  a/ possibility.  He  wants  money  man¬ 
agers/at  the  Federal  Reserve  and  tax  pis 
ner/in  Congress  to  go  slow  at  this  ti 
ab/iut  tightening  the  screws  any  further^ 
■The  President’s  mood  comes  through  in 
/this  comment : 

“We  are  touching  the  brakes  *  *  »  but  we 
don’t  want  to  put  both  feet  on  the  brakes 
and  turn  us  into  a  skid  that  is  a  recession 
or  a  depression.  We  have  learned  that  les¬ 
son  from  *  *  *  looking  back  down  the  road 
just  a  few  years.” 


VETERANS  SUPPORT  PARTICIPA¬ 
TION  SALES  ACT  OF  1966 

(Mr.  PATMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  lost  in  the 
tumult  and  loud  cries  of  negative  oppo¬ 
sition  from  our  friends  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  is  the  fact  that  the  Partici¬ 
pation  Sales  Act  of  1966  will  permit  pri¬ 
vate  capital  alongside  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  aid  in  providing  more  and 
better  aid  for  our  young  people’s  educa¬ 
tion,  assistance  for  our  veterans  pro¬ 
grams,  greater  help  for  our  farmers,  and 
firm  support  for  the  homeowning  pub¬ 
lic.  It  is,  Mr.  Speaker,  an  attempt  to 


draw  private  enterprise  in  to  assist  the 
Government  where  necessary  in  provid-/ 
ing  for  the  welfare  and  future  of  oy 
Nation. 

Three  veterans’  organizations,  the/. 
abled  American  Veterans — DAW— the 
American  Veterans  of  World  War  n — 
AM  VETS — and  the  Veterans  of  Foreign 
Wars  in  recent  letters  to  me  have  whole¬ 
heartedly  supported  the  Participation 
Sales  Act  as  not  only  benefiting  veterans, 
but  aiding  all  our  citizens.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  read  the/following  letters 
from  the  national  commander  of  DAV, 
Claude  L.  Callegary;  the  national  com¬ 
mander  of  AM  VETS,  Ralph  E.  Hall,  and 
the  commander  in  chief,  Andy  Borg,  out¬ 
lining  these  th/ee  great  veterans  orga¬ 
nizations’  support  for  this  important  act. 
Disaq/ed  Americans  Veterans, 

April  20,  1966. 

Hon.  Wrig6t  Patman, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur- 
revtcy,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
'asliington,  D.C. 

D/ar  Congressman  Patman:  The  Particl- 
ps/ion  Sales  Act  of  1966  will  encourage 
reater  use  of  this  country’s  private  capital 
'assets  in  financing  education  and  the  general 
welfare  through  loan  programs.  One  of  the 
major  lending  programs  is  that  authorized 
by  veterans  legislation. 

The  Disabled  American  Veterans — DAV — 
supports  only  that  legislation  which  is  de¬ 
signed  for  the  benefit  of  the  disabled  veteran. 
Recognizing  that  adequate  financing  is  a 
foundation  of  any  continuing  program,  a 
review  of  this  act  shows  that  it  warrants  our 
endorsement. 

The  provisions  of  this  act  have  been  tested 
and  proved  by  a  Veterans’  Administration 
lending  program  in  which  numerous  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  DAV  have  participated.  This  in¬ 
cludes  guaranteed  loans  and  direct  loans  to 
disabled  veterans,  and  the  special  program 
for  partial  Federal  financing  of  special  homes 
for  certain  disabled  veterans.  These  are  part 
of  one  of  Government’s  largest  lending  pro¬ 
grams,  administered  by  the  VA,  which  has 
sold  almost  $1  billion  loans  to  private  capi¬ 
tal.  The  Participation  Sales  Act  of  1966 
would  extend  the  same  privilege  of  ‘’pool¬ 
ing’’  loans  to  other  Federal  agencies. 

We  find  that  the  new  act  in  no  way 
changes  the  veterans  program  administra¬ 
tion,  and  that  the  VA  will  continue  to  deal 
directly  with  the  veteran.  It  provides  selling 
of  mortgage  loans  through  the  Federal  Na- 
'  yonal  Mortgage  Association,  which  acts  as 
irketlng  agent  for  the  loans  to  private 
ca^al.  This,  in  turn,  permits  use  of  the 
capital  from  sales  of  the  loans. 

The\VA  experience  has  shown  that  this 
practice,  has  allowed  loans  to  thousands  of 
additional  veterans. 

The  DAlX  support  of  the  President’s  policy 
of  defendingsfreedom  against  communism  in 
Vietnam  is  unwavering,  as  is  the  support  of 
necessary  expenditures  to  fight  the  war.  As 
veterans  who  haVe  suffered  at  the  hands  of 
enemies  who  wou\i  deny  our  freedom,  we 
best  understand  tnSU  the  primary  respon¬ 
sibility  of  Government  Is  security  of  our 
country. 

Since  the  provisions  of'thls  act  strengthen 
the  method  of  financing  bymur  Government, 
and  encourages  private  enterprise  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  loan  programs,  Nis  consonant 
with  the  aims  of  the  DAV. 

The  goals  of  the  DAV  remain\onsistent: 
benefits  for  those  who  gave  so  much  in  serv¬ 
ice  to  their  country.  Adequate  financing  of 
those  benefits  is  essential.  Therefore/'!  urge 
you  to  support  this  legislation  and  itsS 
sage  by  Congress. 

Sincerely, 

Claude  L.  Callegary, 
National  Commander. 


April  26,  1966 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


8565/ 


African  peoples.  But  It  has  never  so  much 
as  passed  a  resolution  even  suggesting  free 
elections  for  the  countries  of  Eastern  Europe, 
le  Ghanians  and  Ivory  Coasters  and  other 
sorted  freeloaders  demand  that  the  U.N. 
force  to  overthrow  the  Rhodesian  Gov¬ 
ernment,  but  they  recoil  at  the  very  idea  of 
ig  sharply  to  Moscow  about  the  plight 
of  Its  satellites. 

The  trouble  Is,  of  course,  that  the  Eastern 
European^ylangulshing  In  their  Communist 
i  whites,  and  It  Is  not  “In”  these 
days  to  fretNabout  anybody  whose  skin  Is 
lighter  than  a\heavy  tan.  A  politician  does 
not  get  his  name  in  the  papers  wondering 
aloud  what’s  going  to  happen,  eventually,  to 
the  white  settlers  in  Kenya  and  the  Congo, 
except  to  be  denounced  for  irrelevancy  and, 
sometimes,  immorality 

Ian  Smith  won’t  do.\He’s  not  abreast  of 
the  times.  If  his  government  were  black  and 
Communist,  we’d  be  shipping  him  Vermont, 
postpaid. 

THE  FINDLEY  AMENDMENT 

(Mr.  WALKER  of  Mississippi  (at  the 
request  of  Mr.  McClory)  was  granted 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  WALKER  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  strongly  support  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  today  by  my  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley], 
It  is  a  disgrace  to  our  fighting  men  in 
Vietnam  for  our  Government  to  give  aid 
to  any  country  which  trades  or  deals 
with  the  Communists. 

This  amendment  is  one  of  the  most 
constructive  measures  that  has  been 
presented  in  recent  years  in  an  effort  to 
stop  U.S.  aid  for  any  country  which  car¬ 
ries  on  such  trade  or  dealings 

It  is  unfortunate  that  so  many  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body  fought  against  the 
amendment  until  they  realized  that  they 
would  have  to  account  for  their  action 
to  the  folks  back  home.  Then,  in  large 
numbers,  they  began  to  switch  rather 
than  fight. 

Such  performance  demonstrates  fur¬ 
ther  what  I  have  been  telling  my  people 
back  home,  that  a  number  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  across  the  aisle  operate  on  a 
double  standard.  They  will  vote  for  the 
administration’s  programs  to  appease 
communism  until  they  have  to  answer  to 
a  rollcall  where  their  constituents  can 
check  their  record  vote. 

I  think  that  this  is  proof  within  itself 
that  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the 
Congressmen  know  that  their  constit¬ 
uents  are  bitterly  against  this  war  of 
appeasement  being  promoted  by  the  so- 
called  Great  Society. 


Therefore,  I  am  introducing  legislation 
today  which  would  provide  for  the  neces¬ 
sary  consent  of  Congress.  I  hope  that 
Congress  will  act  swiftly  to  assure  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  important  legislation. 


ARKANSAS  RIVER  IsASIN  COMPACT 

(Mr.  SKUBITZ  (sn  the  request  of  Mr. 
McClory)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  toinclude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  SKUBETZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  negotia¬ 
tions  between  the  States  of  Kansas  and 
Oklahoma/have  culminated  in  the  rati¬ 
fication  At  the  Arkansas  River  Basin 
compact.  The  Governors  of  both  States 
have /signed  the  ratification  papers,  but 
the /approval  of  Congress  and  the  signa¬ 
ture  of  the  President  is  necessary  to  make 
compact  binding  and  obligatory. 


PANAMA  CANAL:  1966  ENCYCLOPAE¬ 
DIA  BRITANNICA 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  order 
of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Tex¬ 
as  [Mr.  Thompson]  is  recognized  for  30 
minutes. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  more  than  5  years  ago,  on  March  7, 
1961,  I  addressed  this  body  quoting  a 
major  article  in  the  Encyclopaedia 
Britannica  on  the  Panama  Canal  by 
Capt.  Miles  P.  DuVal,  Jr.,  U.S.  Navy,  re¬ 
tired,  the  distinguished  historian  of  the 
Panama  Canal  and  authority  on  inter- 
oceanic  canal  problems. 

It  is,  therefore,  with  much  gratification 
that  I  have  read  in  the  1966  issue  of  the 
Encyclopaedia  Britannica  an  up-to-date 
revision  by  him  of  his  1961  Britannia 
article  on  the  Panama  Canal,  which  im¬ 
presses  me  as  the  most  comprehensive, 
yet  fair  and  incisive  treatement  of  its 
subject  ever  published  in  a  work  91  gen¬ 
eral  reference. 

iptain  DuVal  has  had  a  broad  experi- 
ence\incident  to  an  extensive  Naval 
careers.  This  included  duty/ln  the  Pana¬ 
ma  Canal  organization  as  jCaptain  of  the 
Port,  Balboa,  C.Z.,  in  charge  of  marine 
operationsxin  the  Pacific  sector  of  the 
Canal  during,  the  critical  period  immedi¬ 
ately  prior  to  and  ai£er  U.S.  involvement 
in  World  War  IT  1941-44;  service  in  the 
Asiatic-Pacific  theater,  1944-46;  and  as 
head  of  the  Panama  Canal  Liaison  Or¬ 
ganization  ana  Isthrnian  Canal  Studies, 
U.S.  Navy  Department,  1946-49.  Since 
this  background  of  experience  coupled 
with  his  diligent  studies  oiPanama  Canal 
historv/and  problems,  as  well  as  the  au¬ 
thorship  of  two  outstanding  books  and 
various  professional  articles, Neminently 
qualified  with  the  indispensably  knowi¬ 
ng  e  and  understanding  for  the\ask  of 
^reparation  and  revision,  the  editors  of 
the  Encyclopaedia  Britannica  coulchjiot 
have  made  a  better  choice. 

I  am  grateful  to  the  author  of  the  art!) 
cle  because  he  was  kind  enough  to  men¬ 
tion  myself  as  responsible  for  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  so-called  Thompson  Act  of 
1950  under  which  the  entire  Panama 
Canal  enterprise  was  reorganized  and 
placed  on  a  self-sustaining  basis  and  has 
subsequently  been  operated. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  final  para¬ 
graph  of  the  article  dealing  with  ‘‘Pana¬ 
ma-United  States  Relations”  and  the 
bibliography  are  products  of  the  joint 
authorship  of  Captain  DuVal  and  Al- 
mon  R.  Wright,  Senior  Historian,  U.S. 
Department  of  State. 

Because  the  indicated  article  is  so 
timely  and  exhaustive,  I  deem  it  to  be  of 
the  utmost  importance  for  consideration, 
within  and  without  official  circles,  in 
connection  with  the  study  of  the  entire 
subject  of  interoceanic  canals. 

Accordingly,  I  quote  it  as  part  of  my 
remarks: 


[Prom  the  Encyclopaedia  Britannicav 
1966  edition] 

Panama  Canal 

(By  Capt.  Miles  P.  DuVal,  Jr.,  U.S.  ^Tavy, 
retired) 

Panama  Canal,  a  high-level  artificial  inter¬ 
oceanic  waterway  of  the  lake  and  lock  type 
at  the  Isthmus  of  Panama  connecting  the 
Atlantic  and  Pacific  Oceans,  dwned,  operated, 
and  controlled  by  the  Unified  States  under 
treaty,  for  the  transit  of  vessels  of  commerce 
and  of  war  of  all  nations  on  terms  of  equal¬ 
ity,  with  tolls  that  ape  just  and  equitable. 
The  Canal  Zone,  through  which  it  was  built, 
is  the  constitutionally  acquired  domain  of 
the  United  State.y  granted  in  perpetuity  by 
the  Republic  of/Panama,  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  capdl,  and  its  perpetual  mainte¬ 
nance,  operation,  sanitation,  and  protection. 

By  using  the  canal,  vessels  plying  between 
the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  coasts  of  the  United 
States  can  eliminate  the  Cape  Horn  route 
and  saye  a  distance  of  about  8,000  nautical 
miles/while  journeys  between  the  Atlantic 
and/Pacific  coasts  of  the  North  and  South 
American  continents  can  be  reduced  by 
3<()00  to  4,000  miles;  vessels  from  Europe  to 
western  Asia  and  Australia  can  effect  a  sav¬ 
ing  of  1,000  to  2,000  miles.  Hence  the  canal 
is  of  the  greatest  international  importance, 
strategically  and  economically. 

This  article  is  divided  into  the  following 
sections : 

I.  The  waterway. 

1.  Description. 

2.  Navigation. 

II.  Canal  Zone. 

1.  Area  and  tidewaters. 

2.  Sovereignty. 

3.  Administration. 

4.  Tolls. 

5.  Canal  traffic. 

6.  Defense. 

III.  History. 

1.  Panama  railroad,  1849-56. 

2.  French  project,  1879-1904. 

3.  U.S.  policy,  1850-81. 

4.  Isthmian  Canal  Commission,  1899-1901. 

5.  U.S.  diplomacy,  1901-03. 

6.  Building  the  canal,  1904-14. 

7.  Principal  engineering  and  construction 
projects  after  1914. 

8.  Reorganization  and  policy  determina¬ 
tion. 

9.  Panama-United  States  relations. 

I.  THE  WATERWAY 

1.  Description:  The  Panama  Canal  does  not 
cross  the  isthmus  from  east  to  west  as  gen¬ 
erally  supposed,  but  from  northwest  to 
southeast,  with  the  Atlantic  entrance  33  V2 
miles  north  and  27  miles  west  of  the  Pacific 
entrance.  Located  in  one  of  the  heavier 
rainfall  areas  of  the  world  with  its  longest 
section  formed  by  impounding  the  waters  of 
the  V/hagres  River  valley  by  a  dam  at  Gatun, 
its  principal  features  include:  twin-flight 
locks,  dams  and  spillways  at  both  ends  of 
the  canal*  the  summit-level  Gatun  Lake;  an 
excavated  'gorge  across  the  Continental  Di¬ 
vide,  renamed  as  Gaillard  Cut,  connecting 
Gatun  Lake  with  the  Pacific  locks;  a  small 
Miraflores  Lake\  between  two  sets  of  Pacific 
locks;  and  two  terminals. 

The  Atlantic  terminus  is  at  Cristobal  on 
Libon  Bay,  a  natural  harbor  protected 
against  storms  from  the  north  by  east  and 
west  breakwaters.  The'Pacific  terminus  is  at 
Balboa,  a  sheltered  artificial  harbor  with  its 
Pacific  entrance  channel  Safeguarded  from 
silt-bearing  currents  by  a  causeway  from  the 
mainland  to  the  fortified  islafids  in  the  Bay 
of  Panama. 

The  canal  length  from  shore  litre  to  shore 
line  is  40.27  statute  miles;  and  from  deep 
water  to  deep  water,  50.72  miles.  From  north 
to  south,  its  main  parts  are: 
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1\  Atlantic  sea-level  dredged  channel  of 
500-ioot  bottom  width  from  deep  water  to 
Gatun\locks,  about  7.4  miles. 

2.  Gatun  locks  in  three  steps  from  sea 
level  to  Aatun  Lake,  85  feet  above  sea  level. 

3.  Gatin'!  Lake  section  with  channels  vary¬ 
ing  in  width\from  1,000  feet  at  Gatun  to  500 
feet  at  Gamboa  where  Gaillard  cut  begins, 
distance  about  ^4  miles. 

4.  Gaillard  cut  of  300  feet  minimum  bot¬ 
tom  width  to  Pedrisi  Miguel  locks  at  the  south 
end  of  the  cut,  distance  about  8  miles. 

5.  Pedro  Miguel  locks  in  one  step  (31  feet) 

to  the  intermediate  Miraflores  Lake,  54  feet 
above  sea  level.  \ 

6.  Miraflores  Lake  with,  channel  750  feet 

wide  to  Miraflores  locks,  distance  about  1 
mile.  \ 

7.  Miraflores  locks  in  two  steps  to  Pacific 

sea  level.  \ 

8.  Pacific  sea  level  dredged  section  to  the 
Bay  of  Panama,  distance  about  8.5\niles. 

The  controlling  depth  for  the  \Atlantic 
dredged  section  from  deep  water  toNGatun 
locks  is  42  feet  below  mean  low  water;\from 
Gatun  locks  to  Pedro  Miguel,  42  feet  below 
the  minimum  Gatun  Lake  level  of  82  foHt; 
from  Pedro  Miguel  locks  to  Miraflores,  42  feet 
below  the  minimum  Miraflores  Lake  level  of 
54  feet;  and  from  Miraflores  locks  to  deep 
water  in  the  Pacific,  42.4  feet  below  mean  low 
water  spring  (maximum)  tides. 

The  canal  is  equipped  with  modem  aids 
to  navigation.  The  Panama  Canal  has  had 
no  major  operational  improvement  since 
opening  to  traffic  in  1914  with  the  exception 
of  the  Madden  Dam  and  power  project,  with 
its  upstream  lake  to  conserve  water  for  lock¬ 
ages  and  maintenance  of  channel  depths  in 
Gatun  Lake  during  dry  seasons  and  to  reduce 
the  danger  of  floods  from  the  upper  Chagres 
in  wet  seasons,  and  of  the  enlargement  of 
the  Gaillard  cut  started  in  1959. 

Locks:  No  part  of  the  canal  attracts  more 
attention  than  its  massive  locks.  Con¬ 
structed  in  duplicate  to  enable  simultaneous 
lockages  of  vessels  in  the  same  or  opposite 
direction,  all  locks  have  usable  dimensions  of 
1,000  feet  length,  110  feet  width,  and  a  depth 
to  accommodate  vessels  drawing  40  feet  in 
salt  water.  Each  lock  gate  has  two  leaves, 
the  leaves  being  floatable  structures  65  feet 
wide  by  7  feet  thick,  varying  in  height  from 
47  to  82  feet,  weighing  from  400  to  750  tons, 
and  operated  by  25  horsepower  motors 
through  gear  arrangements. 

Locks  are  equipped  with  unique  safety  de¬ 
vices,  notably  hydraulically  operated  fender 
chains  and  electric  towing  locomotives.  The 
fender  chains  protect  lock  gates  against  ves¬ 
sels  that  may  get  out  of  control  when  ap¬ 
proaching  locks,  and  are  dropped  into  grooves 
to  permit  passage.  With  the  exception  of 
small  craft,  vessels  are  not  permitted  to  pas/ 
through  locks  under  their  own  power,  but  are 
required  to  be  drawn  by  towing  locomotives, 
varying  in  number  from  4  to  10,  depending 
on  ship  characteristics.  / 

The  time  required  for  passage  thramgh  the 
locks  depends  upon  many  factors  ./including 
size  of  vessel  and  its  handling  features.  Gen¬ 
erally,  lockage  intervals  are  8pr  minutes  at 
Gatun,  40  minutes  at  Pedro  Miguel,  and  60 
minutes  at  Miraflores.  / 

Gatun  Dam  and  spillway:  The  key  struc¬ 
ture  of  the  Panama  Canal  is  Gatun  Dam, 
near  the  end  of  the  Chagres  River  Valley. 
It  is  about  1%  miles  long  on  its  crest,  one- 
half  mile  wide  at  the  base,  400  feet  wide  at 
the  water  surface, /oo  feet  wide  at  the  top, 
and  its  crest  is  105  feet  above  sea  level.  It 
contains  22,958069  cubic  yards  of  material. 

Located  on  a'  natural  hill  of  rock  near  the 
center  of  th^  dam,  Gatun  spillway  was  de¬ 
signed  to  provide  adequate  control  of  Gatun 
Lake  level/ during  the  maximum  known  dis¬ 
charge  or  the  Chagres  River.  The  dam  and 
spillway  together  with  Gatun  locks  form  the 
northern  barrier  that  creates  Gatun  Lake. 

G/ltun  Lake  and  Gaillard  cut:  Gatun 
Lake,  at  its  normal  height  of  85  feet,  has  an 


area  of  166  square  miles  and  a  shoreline  of 
1,100  miles;  with  a  watershed  of  1,285  square 
miles,  which  includes  territory  of  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Panama.  Its  designed  operating 
range  is  5  feet,  between  water  levels  of  87  and 
82  feet  above  sea  level. 

Gaillard  cut,  formerly  called  Culebra  cut, 
is  an  artificial  extension  of  Gatun  Lake  across 
the  Continental  Divide  to  Pedro  Miguel  locks, 
with  its  original  bottom  at  a  maximum  of 
40  feet  above  sea  level,  on  an  alinement  that 
passes  between  Gold  Hill  and  Contractors 
Hill.  Its  restricted  channel  and  rocky  banks 
make  this  cut  the  most  hazardous  part  of 
the  canal.  A  steady  growth  in  vessel  sizes 
and  number  carrying  hazardous  cargo  has 
increased  the  frequency  of  transits  requiring 
one-way  navigation  in  Gaillard  cut. 

Pacific  Dams,  Miraflores  Lake  and  spill¬ 
way:  Across  the  south  end  of  Gaillard  cut, 
a  pair  of  one-lift  (31  feet)  Pedro  Miguel  locks 
and  two  flanking  dams  to  nearby  hills  form 
the  southern  barrier  closing  the  upper  valley 
of  the  Rio  Grande  and  holding  the  Gatun 
Lake  water  level.  With  crests  105  feet  above 
sea  level,  the  east  dam  extends  about  300 
feet  to  Cerro  Luisa  and  the  west  extends 
about  1,400  feet  to  Cerro  Paraiso.  The  east 
dam  is  a  concrete  wall,  260  feet  long,  covered 
'with  earth;  the  west  is  earth  and  rock,  con¬ 
taining  699,518  cubic  yards  of  materiaL 

\t  Miraflores,  a  set  of  two-lift  locks  and 
two 'darns  form  a  second  barrier  closing  the, 
lower\valley  of  the  Rio  Grande  and  creating 
the  intermediate  Miraflores  Lake.  This  lake, 
at  54  feet  above  sea  level,  has  an  area  of  1.5 
square  imles.  Its  watershed  is  38  square 
miles.  \  / 

The  major 'part  of  the  east  dam/at  Mira¬ 
flores  is  the  sphlway,  designed  to  handle  free 
flow  of  water  from  Gatun  Lake  -through  one 
chamber  at  PedrX.  Miguel  in  event  of  acci¬ 
dent.  The  west  dam,  with  crest  40  feet  wide 
and  70  feet  above  sea  lever  extending  2,700 
feet  to  Cerro  Cocoli,  is  the  Second  largest  dam 
of  the  canal,  containingXpout  2,388,423  cubic 
yards  of  material.  /  \ 

Terminal  facilities i/The  Atlantic  terminus 
affords  safe  anchorages  in  Limon  Bay  and 
convenient  pier  berths  at  Cristobal.  The 
Pacific  terminus/has  mooring  buW,  dock,  and 
pier  berths  at /Balboa;  also  an  unprotected 
outer  anchorage  in  the  Bay  of  Parmma.  All 
piers  are  m/dern,  1,000  feet  long  by'SOO  feet 
wide,  with/enclosed  sheds  and  railroaci  serv¬ 
ice,  ample  for  storage  of  consignments,  and 
transshipment  of  cargo.  \ 

Both  terminals  are  equipped  for  servicing 
of  Vessels,  provisioning  and  repairs.  The. 
principal  repair  installations  are  on  the  At- 
kintic  side  near  Mount  Hope,  with  a  386-foot 
"drydock.  Larger  marine  and  railway  repair 
shops  on  the  Pacific  side  are  closed,  with  a 
1,044-foot  drydock  in  a  standby  status. 
Salvage  tugs  and  other  wrecking  equipment 
are  available. 

2.  Navigation:  All  vessels  entering  or  leav¬ 
ing  a  terminal  port,  maneuvering  in  Canal 
Zone  waters,  or  in  transit,  in  general,  are 
required  to  take  pilots,  who,  at  all  times, 
have  charge  of  navigation  and  movement. 
Transits  are  made  under  rigid  traffic  controls. 
The  average  time  required  to  transit  is  from 
7  to  8  hours. 

II.  CANAL  ZONE 

1.  Area  and  tidewaters:  The  Canal  Zone 
is  a  strip  of  land  and  land  under  water  10 
miles  wide  with  boundaries  generally  5  miles 
from  the  center  of  the  canal  except  for  the 
western  salient  covering  the  mouth  of  the 
Chagres  River,  the  arms  of  Gatun  Lake  ex¬ 
tending  into  the  Republic  of  Panama,  and 
Madden  Lake.  Beginning  in  the  Caribbean, 
3  marine  miles  from  mean  low  water  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  treaty,  the  zone  extends  across  the 
isthmus  to  a  distance  of  3  marine  miles  from 
mean  low  water  in  the  Pacific,  but  excludes 
the  Panamanian  cities  of  Colon  and  Panama. 

The  Canal  Zone  includes  all  of  Gatun  Lake 
and  surrounding  shores  up  to  the  100-foot 
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contour  and  all  of  Madden  Lake  and  its 
shores  up  to  the  260-foot  contour.  The  total 
area  of  the  Canal  Zone  is  647.29  square- 
miles — 372.32  square  miles  land,  185.52  square 
miles  fresh  water,  and  89.45  square  miles  skit 
water,  including  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific 
coastal  waters  within  the  3-mile  limit. 

The  tides  at  the  Atlantic  and /Pacific 
terminals  differ  in  both  magnitude  and 
character.  At  Cristobal  on  the  At/antic  side 
they  are  irregular  and  small,  with/ an  extreme 
range  of  3.05  feet.  At  Balboa  dn  the  Pacific 
side,  they  are  remarkably  regular  with  two 
highs  and  two  lows  every  /lunar  day  of  24 
hours  and  50  minutes,  witii  an  extreme  range 
of  22.7  feet.  / 

2.  Sovereignty:  Under  the  authority  of  the 
.  Panama  Canal  Act  of/1912  and  in  conformity 

with  treaty,  President  William  H.  Taft,  by 
Executive  order  of/December  5,  1912,  declared 
that  "all  land  and  land  under  water  within 
the  limits  of  the  Canal  Zone  are  necessary 
for  the  construction,  maintenance,  operation, 
protection,  /and  sanitation  of  the  Panama 
Canal.’’  Since  title  to  all  such  land  was 
acquired/by  the  United  States,  the  Canal 
Zone,  in  its  entirety,  is  a  U.S.  Government 
reservation. 

T)fe  only  private  enterprise  activities  per¬ 
mitted  within  the  zone  are  on  lands  rented 
under  revocable  licenses,  normally  to  ship- 
/ping  interests,  agriculturists,  and  others 
directly  connected  with  the  canal  or  its 
operation.  Areas  assigned  for  other  Govern¬ 
ment  purposes,  as  of  June  30,  1963,  include 
136.8  square  miles  for  the  Armed  Forces,  with 
103.97  to  the  Army,  22.08  to  the  Navy,  and 
10.75  to  the  Air  Force;  5.71  to  the  Smith¬ 
sonian  Institution  as  a  wildlife  preserve  on 
Barro  Colorado;  5.38  as  the  Madden  Forest 
preserve,  and  0.96  to  the  Federal  Aviation 
Agency.  Remaining  land,  largely  mountain 
or  jungle,  totals  190.43  square  miles.  All 
areas  continue  subject  to  the  civil  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Canal  Zone  Government  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  Canal  Zone  Code. 

3.  Administration:  The  Panama  Canal  en¬ 
terprise,  as  reorganized  July  1,  1951,  under 
Public  Law  841,  81st  Congress,  approved  Sep¬ 
tember  29,  1950  (Thompson  Act) ,  consists  of 
two  main  units,  the  Panama  Canal  Company 
and  the  Canal  Zone  Government,  with  the 
dominant  mission  of  the  safe,  convenient, 
and  economic  transit  of  vessels.  The 
Canal  Zone  is  divided  into  two  districts,  the 
Balboa  (or  Pacific)  subdivision  and  the 
Cristobal  (or  Atlantic)  subdivision. 

Balboa  and  Cristobal:  These  subdivisions 
are  coterminous  with  the  Balboa  and  Cristo- 
\bal  Divisions  of  the  U.S.  district  court.  Their 
Common  boundary  crosses  the  Canal  Zone  at 
right  angles  just  northwest  of  Barbacoas  Is¬ 
land.  The  Balboa  subdivision  includes  all 
CanaV.  Zone  area  lying  southeasterly  of  this 
boundary,  and  the  Cristobal  subdivision,  all 
lying  northwesterly  of  it. 

Towns, \xcept  Gamboa,  are  clustered  near 
the  terminus  convenient  to  canal  and  ship¬ 
ping  activities,  in  which,  directly  or  indi¬ 
rectly,  most  oDthe  civilian  population  in  the 
zone  is  employed.  Gamboa,  because  it  is  the 
headquarters  of  dredging  operations,  is  locat¬ 
ed  north  of  Gaillartt,  cut  to  prevent  isolation 
of  equipment  from  lake  dumps  in  event  of 
slides.  All  towns  have\the  facilities  of  well- 
managed  communities  m  the  United  States, 
with  high  standards  of 'health,  sanitation, 
and  education.  The  canivl  administrative 
center  is  at  Balboa  Heights.  \ 

A  long-felt  defect  in  the  1903  treaty  was 
failure  to  provide  for  adequate  public  cross¬ 
ings  of  the  canal  for  the  Canal  Zofie  and  Pan¬ 
ama,  both  divided  by  the  waterway.  This 
condition  was  initially  corrected  \by  the 
United  States  through  establishment  of  a 
toll-free  ferry  at  Balboa  in  1932  under  Xflis- 
lation  sponsored  by  Representative  Maurice 
H.  Thatcher,  former  member  of  the  Isthmian 
Canal  Commission  for  whom  it  was  namedX 
and  finally,  in  1962,  pursuant  to  treaty,  by 
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796,  with,  discussion,  pp.  797-906  (1949); 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  “Panama  Canal  and 
Panama  Railroad.”  Report  ...  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  and  Operation,  Jan.  31,  1950  (H.  Doc. 
9,  81st  Cong.);  Panama  Canal  Company — 
Cknal  Zone  Government,  Annual.  Reports; 
U. //Department  of  State,  Foreign  Relations: 
The  'American  Republics,  annual  volumes; 
Reports  on  United  States  Relations  with 
PanamaKcompiled  by  Rosita  Rieck  Bennett 
(H.  Rept\  2218,  86th  Cong.);  Comptroller 
General  of  me  United  States,  Annual  Reports; 
Hon.  Daniel's!.  Flood,  “Panama  Canal  Zone; 
ConstitutionalNDomain  of  the  United  States,” 
and  other  addresses  1956-64;  Congressional 
Record,  vol.  104Apt.  4,  p.  5498  (March  26, 
1958);  Hon.  ThomasE.  Martin,  “Panama  Ca¬ 
nal:  Terminal  Lake  ^Modernization  Program 
Derived  from  World  War  II  Experience,”  Con¬ 
gressional  Record,  vol\l03,  pt.  12,  p.  16504 
(Aug.  29,  1957);  Hon.  Cl^k  W.  Thompson, 
“Isthmian  Canal  Policy  \of  the  United 
States — Documentation,  1955-64,”  Congres¬ 
sional  Record,  vol.  110  (Sept.  X,  1964) ;  Miles 
P.  DuVal,  Jr.,  “The  Marine  Operating  Prob¬ 
lems,  Panama  Canal,  and  the\Solution.” 
Am.  Soc.  Civ.  Engs.  Trans.,  vol.  1\4,  p.  558 
(1949);  “Isthmian  Canal  Policy — An\E valua¬ 
tion.”  U.S.  Nav.  Inst.  Proc.,  vol.  81,\p.  263 
(March  1955) ;  Brig.  Gen.  Henry  L.  Abbot, 
Problems  of  the  Panama  Canal  ( 1907)  ;\fra 
E.  Bennett  et  al.,  History  of  the  Pana 
Canal  (Builders  Ed.)  (1915);  Adolphe  Godii 
De  Lepinay  de  Brusly,  “Note  on  the  Practical 
Solution  for  Crossing  the  American  Isthmus.” 
Congres  International  D’Etudes  Du  Canal 
Interoceanique  .  .  .  Du  15  Au  20  Mai,  1879. 
Compte  Rendu  du  Seances  Paris :  Imprimerie 
Emile  Martinet,  1879,  pp.  293-99;  Miles  P.  Du¬ 
Val,  Jr.,  Cadiz  to  Cathay,  2nd  ed.  (1947), 
And  the  Mountains  Will  Move  (1947) ;  Almon 
R.  Wright,  “Defense  Sites  Negotiations  Be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  Panama,  1936- 
1948,”  U.S.  Department  of  State  Bulletin, 
Aug.  11,  1952,  p.  212;  Maj.  Gen.  George  W. 
Goethals  et  al..  The  Panama  Canal:  An  En¬ 
gineering  Treatise,  2  vol.  (1915);  Maj.  Gen. 
William  C.  Gorgas,  Sanitation  in  Panama 
(1916);  William  L.  Sibert  and  John  F. 
Stevens,  The  Construction  of  the  Panama 
Canal  (1915);  D.  C.  Miner,  The  Fight  for  the 
Panama  Route:  the  story  of  the  Spooner  Act 
and  the  Hay-Herran  treaty  (1940).  (M. 

DuV.;  A.  R.  W.) 


The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  order 
of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Feighan]  is  recognized  for  1^ 
minutes. 

[Mr.  FEIGHAN  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  ib  the 
Appendix.] 

WHO  IS  THE  “WRONG'-WAY 
CORRIGAN”  AT  OEO? 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  order 
of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Goodell],  is  recognized  for  15 
minutes. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  /Mr.  Speaker,  the  Job 
Corps  has  been  under  fire  for  its  super¬ 
ficial  and  inadequate  testing,  evaluation, 
and  screening/of  applicants.  It  is  the 
conviction  of, many  of  us  that,  at  an  aver¬ 
age  cost  in  Excess  of  $8,000  per  enrollee, 
assignment  to  a  Job  Corps  camp  should 
be  based/upon  careful  professional  eval¬ 
uation. 

While  constructive  critics  have  been 
urging  Job  Corps  officials  to  tighten  up 
recruitment  procedures,  Job  Corps  offi¬ 
cials  have  launched  a  series  of  new  and 
experimental  procedures  that  might  well 
be  called  ‘‘Blind  Man’s  Bluff.” 


All  of  the  recruitment  gimmicks  have 
the  purpose  of  speeding  up  the  process¬ 
ing  time  and  funneling  applicants  into 
Job  Corps  camps  on  a  crash  basis.  One 
experiment,  designed  to  enroll  roughly 
3,700  applicants,  has  been  the  waiver  of 
the  medical  examination  of  applicants 
between  April  14  and  May  7. 

As  one  recruitment  announcement  ad¬ 
vertised,  those  who  apply  prior  to  May  7 
“will  not  need  a  physical  examination  if 
they  are  in  good  health.”  How  does  OEO 
intend  to  determine  an  applicant’s 
health  unless  he  has  been  examined  by 
a  physician? 

Other  recruitment  programs  guaran¬ 
tee  that  Job  Corps  applicants  will  be 
sent  to  a  camp  within  24  hours  after 
signing  up,  3  days  after  signing  up,  5 
days  after  signing  up,  or  10  days  after 
signing  up.  Whether  the  process  takes 
24  hours  or  10  days  seems  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  area  of  the  country  the 
applicant  comes  from. 

Mr.  Speaker,  how  are  these  high-pow; 
ered  public  relations  devices  going  to 
prove  the  haphazard  screening  prp6e- 
dures  that  have  caused  so  many  problems 
in  Job  Corps  camps?  How  are  criminal 
^records  to  be  determined  and  analyzed 
>r  proper  applicant  assignment?  How 
afe  epidemics  of  communicable  diseases 
to  be  avoided  at  Job  Corps  centers?  Why 
the  assembly  line,  supermarket  approach 
at  thissstage? 

Mr.  Speaker,  poverty  officials  earlier 
indicated  they  had  152,000  applicants  for 
the  Job  Corps  and  could  not  take  care  of 
them  all.  Four  hundred  and  thirty-five 
thousand  Li’lsAoner  comic  books,  de¬ 
signed  to  stimulate  Job  Corps  applica¬ 
tions,  are  gathering  dust  in  a  warehouse 
at  taxpayer^  expense.  One  of  the  rea¬ 
sons  given/ for  shempg  the  comic  book 
approach’' was  a  backlog  of  Job  Corps 
applicants.  With  a  backlog  of  appli- 
cants/  OEO  launches  a  series  of  all-out 
recruitment  programs.  xhe  poverty 
qqbstion  of  the  day  is,  “Who  Is  the 
rrong-Way  Corrigan’  at  OEOtf” 

[’L  ABNER  COMES  TO  WASHINGTON - AND 

STATS - OR  WHAT’S  NEW  IN  DOGPATCH? 

The  OEO  has  gone  from  the  sublime 
to  the  ridiculous.  The  war  on  poverty 
now  has  a  comic  book  stockpile. 

In  1964,  OEO  officials  were  scratching 
their  heads  over  how  to  mass  produce 
Job  Corps  recruits.  Like  a  Mammy  Yo- 
kum  vision,  inspiration  struck — have  one 
of  America’s  most  popular  and  creative 
comic  strip  artists,  Al  Capp,  produce  a 
comic  book  to  promote  the  Job  Corps. 
By  June  1965,  501,000  copies  of  “Li’l  Ab¬ 
ner  and  the  Creatures  From  Drop-Outer 
Space”  were  ready.  With  typical  fuddle 
factory  fanfare,  OEO  Information  Chief 
Holmes  Brown  announced  the  book  do¬ 
nated  by  Al  Capp  was  valued  by  OEO  at 
between  $150,000  and  $200,000.  OEO 
personnel  were  thrilled  and  excited  over 
Capp’s  creative  contribution.  Printing 
costs  were  $25,000.  Cards  were  included 
in  the  books  to  be  mailed  by  applicants 
to  the  Job  Corps. 

Then  the  winds  began  to  change  at 
OEO,  Mr.  Speaker.  Rumor  has  it  that  a 
highly  placed  psychologist  at  OEO  felt 
that  distribution  of  books  with  cards  en¬ 
closed  amounted  to  pressuring  youths 
into  Job  Corps  enrollment.  Some  sages 
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at  OEO  felt  the  story  portrayed  it/ the 
comic  book  was  controversial  and/char¬ 
acters  did  not  fit  OEO’s  image,  besides, 
how  were  they  going  to  code,  screen,  and 
mail  to  employment  officers  a in  the  card 
applications?  Nobody  in  tl>e  great  Dog- 
patch  on  the  Potomac,  OEO,  had  thought 
of  that  before  they  printed  half  a  million 
books. 

Since  July  1965,  y&S.OOO  Li’l  Abner 
comic  books  have  been  gathering  dust 
in  Washington  warehouses  at  a  cost  of 
$125  a  month.  /We  are  longtime  ad¬ 
mirers  of  Li’l  Abner  and  the  genius  of  his 
creator,  but  tie  think  even  Dogpatch’s 
Senator  Phpghom  would  demand  some 
answers.  .Why  does  OEO  continue  to 
stockpile/laughs  while  the  taxpayer  and 
the  poo2  cry? 

Some  years  ago  the  beloved  Will  Rog¬ 
ers  Remarked  that  every  time  Congress 
made  a  joke  it  was  a  law,  and  every  time 
i/made  a  law  it  was  a  joke.  Mr.  Speaker, 
'“it  ain’t  amoozin’,  it’s  confoozin’.” 


CONGRESS  DERAILS  L.B.J.  PLANS 
TO  SCUTTLE  SCHOOL  LUNCH 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  order 
of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Ashbrook],  is  recognized  for  15 
minutes. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
action  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
last  week  in  restoring  the  school  lunch 
program  and  the  action  of  the  entire 
House  today  in  ratifying  this  action  is 
Indeed  good  news  to  thousands  of  school 
personnel,  parents,  and  taxpayers  in  my 
district.  No  issue  has  elicited  more  mail 
than  the  effort  of  the  Johnson  adminis¬ 
tration  to  slash  four-fifths  of  the  school 
milk  program  or  a  budget  cut  of  $82 
million  which  would  spell  the  end  of  that 
worthwhile  program.  Hundreds  of  citi¬ 
zens  have  written  to  their  Congressman 
and  in  the  scores  of  meetings  I  have  had 
with  my  constituents  back  home,  this 
has  been  one  of  the  first  issues  that  they 
bring  up. 

The  school  lunch  program  is  one  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  operated  efficiently  and 
without  burdensome  redtape  and  con¬ 
trols.  The  school  lunch  program  had  a 
threatened  $216  million  cut  which  we 
have  countered. 

While  these  actions  mark  at  least  a 
temporary  victory,  the  strange  spectacle 
of  cutting  where  it  hurts  continues.  Only 
this  morning,  I  voted  on  our  Education 
and  Labor  subcommittee  to  knock  out 
the  President’s  plans  to  scuttle  the  Na¬ 
tional  Defense  Education  Act  student 
loan  provisions  for  college  students.  One 
cannot  help  but  wonder  why  good  pro¬ 
grams  such  as  this  are  the  target  of  so- 
called  economy  drives  which  are  not  di¬ 
rected  against  wasteful  and  overlapping 
programs  in  other  departments. 

I  want  to  commend  my  colleagues  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  who  put  pro¬ 
gram  above  politics  and  joined  those  of 
us  in  the  minority  who  opposed  this 
Johnson  administration  effort  at  cutting 
a  good  program.  This  should  serve  no¬ 
tice  to  the  President  and  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  that  they  will  have  to  pick 
deserving  areas  for  cuts  and  leave  alone 
school  lunch,  research,  student  loans, 
extension  service,  and  other  programs 
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which  have  worked  so  well  in  the  past  and 
have  served  the  public  in  such  an  exem¬ 
plary  way. 


THE  NEGRO  AND  TITLE  VII 

(Mr.  POWELL  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Pucinski)  wax  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  POWELL.  lAr.  Speaker,  this  week 
the  House  will  consider  H.R.  10065,  a  bill 
to  more  effectively  prohibit  discrimina¬ 
tion  in  employment  because  of  race, 
color,  religion,  sex  or  national  origin. 

In  order  that  my  colleagues  can  have 
as  many  facts  as  possible  ork  the  issues 
relating  to  fair  employment,  mm  plac¬ 
ing  in  the  Record  today  “This  Negro 
and  Title  VII,”  a  pamphlet  published  in 
July  1965  by  the  Bureau  of  National  Af¬ 
fairs. 

‘‘The  Negro  and  Title  VII”  was  the 
Bureau  of  National  Affairs’s  survey  Nos, 
77  and  was  sponsored  by  the  Bureau  of 
National  Affairs  Personnel  Policies 
Forum. 

A  survey  was  made  through  question¬ 
naires  of  the  personnel  and  industrial  re¬ 
lations  executives  who  make  up  BNA’s 
Personnel  Policies  Forum  to  ascertain 
the  practices  in  their  companies  regard¬ 
ing  the  recruitment,  selection,  place¬ 
ment,  training  and  development  of  but 
one  of  the  minority  groups,  specifically 
Negroes. 

The  results  of  the  survey  are  described 
in  this  pamphlet,  ‘‘The  Negro  and  Title 
VII,”  and  was  based  on  replies  from  140 
executives  of  the  forum.  A  list  of  the 
1965-66  panelists,  as  well  as  a  descrip¬ 
tion  of  what  the  Personnel  Policies  Forum 
is,  follow. 

This  survey,  I  am  confident,  will  be  of 
material  assistance  to  my  colleagues  in 
enabling  a  more  informed  and  thought¬ 
ful  legislative  judgment  on  the  merits  of 
H.R.  10065  which  amends  title  Vn  of  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964: 

What  Is  the  Personnel  Policies  Forum? 

The  editors  of  the  Bureau  of  National  Af¬ 
fairs  have  invited  representative  personnel 
and  industrial  relations  executives  to  become 
members  of  the  1965-66  panel  of  the  Person¬ 
nel  Policies  Forum.  These  panel  members 
are  top  personnel  officials  in  all  types  of  com¬ 
panies,  large  and  small,  in  all  branches  of 
industry  and  all  sections  of  the  country. 

At  regular  intervals  throughout  the  yej 
Bureau  of  National  Affairs  editors  ask  Aie 
members  of  the  panel  to  outline  their  policies 
and  procedures  on  some  important  aspect  of 
employment,  industrial  relations,  and  per¬ 
sonnel  problems.  From  these  replies,  the 
editors  complete  a  survey  report  on  the  prob¬ 
lem,  showing  prevailing  practices,  new  wrin¬ 
kles  and  ideas,  and  cross  section  opinion 
from  these  top-ranking  executives. 

In  many  cases,  the  comments,  suggestions, 
and  discussions  are  reproduced  in  the  words 
of  the  panel  members  themselves.  In  effect, 
survey  users  are  sitting  around  a  table  with 
these  executives  and  .getting  their  advice  and 
experience  on  the /major  problems  in  this 
field  facing  all  companies  this  year. 

Results  of  each  Personnel  Policies  Forum 
survey  made  dm-ing  1965-66  are  printed  in  a 
special  survey  report  which  is  sent,  as  part 
of  the  service,  to  users  of  these  Bureau  of 
National  Affairs  labor  reports: 

Labor /relations  reporter;  labor  policy  and 
practical  daily  labor  report;  white-collar  re¬ 
port; /retail  labor  report;  and  Government 
employee  relations  report. 


THE  1965-66  PANEL 

Northeastern  States 

Connecticut:  S.  H.  Barber,  General  Electric 
Co.,  Plain  ville;  James  P.  Counihan,  Jr., 
Southern  New  England  Telephone  Co.,  New 
Haven;  H.  T.  LeMay,  Chandler-Evans  Corp., 
West  Hartford;  C.  H.  Levey,  Emhart  Corp., 
Hartford;  Eugene  J.  Shine,  Plastic  Wire  & 
Cable  Corp.,  Jewett  City. 

Delaware:  Franklin  B.  Drumheller,  Na¬ 
tional  Vuloanized  Fibre  Co.,  Wilmington. 

Massachusetts:  Mrs.  G.  G.  Burney,  Sigma 
Instruments,  Inc.,  Braintree;  W.  H.  Eastman, 
John  Hancock  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co., 
Boston;  Charles  E.  Hacking,  Southwell  Comb¬ 
ing  Co.,  North  Chelmsford;  A.  H.  Hardt,  Mo¬ 
bil  Oil  Co.,  Boston. 

New  Jersey:  William  S.  Bray,  Continental 
Paper  Co.,  Ridgefield  Park;  Eugene  Cameron, 
Nopco  Chemical  Co.,  Newark;  E.  J.  Dean,  Jr., 
American  Cyanamid  Co.,  Wayne;  James  T. 
Dolan,  Jr.,  New  Jersey  Natural  Gas  Co.,  As- 
bury  Park;  W.  A.  Foltz,  Ingersoll-Rand  Co., 
Phillipsburg;  Paul  S.  Holbrook,  Campbell 
Soup  Co.,  Camden;  O.  D.  Mann,  Good  Humor 
Corp.,  Englewood  Cliffs;  John  J.  Mclnerney, 
Frito-Lay,  Inc.,  North  Brunswick;  L.  W. 
Muth,  Johnson  &  Johnson,  New  Brunswick; 
^Kenneth  E.  Schweiger,  Federal  Pacific  Elec- 
ric  Co.,  Newark;  Lester  E.  Swavely,  Jr.,  Amer¬ 
ican  Biltrite  Rubber  Co.,  Trenton. 

ew  York:  M.  H.  Bauman,  Branch  Motor 
Express  Co.,  Brooklyn;  Robert  G.  Belote, 
Rheems. Manufacturing  Co.,  New  York;  V.  T. 
Buccilli\Art  Steel  Co.,  Inc.,  New  York;  E.  O. 
Cole,  Fairchild  Camera  &  Instrument  Corp:, 
Syosset;  John  R.  Corbett,  American  Smelting 
&  Refining  Oo„  New  York;  Richard  S.  Dean, 
Crowell-Collieh  Publishing  Co.,  New /York; 
Walter  Denton, 'Rockefeller  Center,  Inc.,  New 
York;  S.  J.  Eliser, 'American  Oil  Co.,  New  York; 
Esmond  B.  Gardner,  the  Chase  .Manhattan 
Bank,  New  York;  H. 'Harrow,  the  Welch  Grape 
Juice  Co.,  Inc.,  Westfield;  Andrew  C.  Hilton, 
Colt  Industries,  Inc.,  nW  Yolk;  Carl  H.  Hor- 
enburger,  Seaboard  World  Airlines,  Inc.,  Ja¬ 
maica;  J.  R.  Jansen,  Cities  Service  Oil  Co., 
Inc.,  New  York;  L.  B.  Keegafn  American  Sug¬ 
ar  Co.,  New  York;  Louis  A.  Klos,  United  States 
Trust  Co.  of  New  York/New  York;  O.  R.  Lind¬ 
ner,  Foster  Refrigerator  Corp.,  Hudson;  Dan¬ 
iel  McKnight,  United  Parcel  Service,  New 
York;  Wallace  Schneider,  Twentieth'Century- 
Fox  Film  Corp., /New  York;  William  H.  Short, 
Jr.,  Stecher-Traung  Lithography  'Corp., 
Rochester;  We  P.  Taylor,  National  Dairy  Prod¬ 
ucts  Corp./New  York;  G.  F.  Truell,  Graphic 
Controls  fSorp.,  Buffalo;  Peter  J.  Wacks,  B< 
Aerosystems  Co.,  Buffalo;  Robert  O.  Wechtler> 
NeptuHe  Meter  Co.,  Long  Island  City. 

Pennsylvania:  Eli  J.  Adams,  Lord  Manufac¬ 
turing  Co.,  Erie;  Robert  E.  Barnes,  Rock- 
ell,  Manufacturing  Co.,  Uniontown;  E.  R. 
5rown,  Hoppers  Co.,  Inc.,  Monaca;  Gerald 
C.  Burdick,  Mesta  Machine  Co.,  Pittsburgh; 
Frank  J.  Buttner,  United  Gas  Improvement 
Co.,  Philadelphia;  Arnold  F.  Campo,  Inter¬ 
national  Salt  Co.,  Clarks  Summit;  Robert  G. 
Conrad,  Standard  Pressed  Steel  Co.,  Jenkin- 
town;  Raymond  D.  Davis,  Baldwin-Lima- 
Hamilton  Corp.,  Burnham;  Philip  T.  Forsling, 
Magnetics,  Inc.,  Butler;  J.  Frank  Laird,  Man¬ 
ufacturers  Light  &  Heat  Co.,  Pittsburgh;  Fred 
Lewis,  Union  Mills  Paper  Manufacturing  Co., 
New  Hope;  R.  W.  Murtaugh,  West  Penn  Power 
Co.,  Greensburg;  E.  D.  Riordan,  the  Crane 
Co.,  Johnstown;  Winthrop  T.  Sargeant,  the 
Beryllium  Corp.,  Reading;  A.  W.  Tramel, 
Philco  Corp.,  Philadelphia;  I.  A.  Varraus, 
Sharon  Steel  Co.,  Sharon;  Thom  Williams, 
Bovaird  &  Seyfang  Manufacturing  Co.,  Brad¬ 
ford. 

Southern  States 

Alabama:  James  D.  Lilley,  Alabama  Dry 
Dock  &  Shipbuilding  Co.,  Mobile. 

Arkansas:  James  W.  Ault,  D.  H.  Baldwin 
Co.,  Little  Rock;  Robert  A.  Bachmann,  Daisy 
Manufacturing  Co.,  Rogers;  Burney  W.  Stin¬ 
son,  Dow  Smith,  Inc.,  Little  Rock. 

District  of  Columbia:  Charles  R.  Weaver, 
National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Associa¬ 


tion;  J.  R.  Wilson,  Page  Communications 
Engineers,  Inc. 

Florida:  Mrs.  Doreen  Bobet,  Lakeland  Gen¬ 
eral  Hospital,  Lakeland;  C.  W.  Freeman, 
Honeywell,  Inc.,  St.  Petersburg;  Niles  F.  Me 
Laud,  GEO  Space  Corp.,  Melbourne;  Gilb^ 

O.  Pletts,  Ryder  Truck  Rental,  Inc.,  Mia 

Georgia:  Ernest  F.  Boyce,  Colonial  Stores, 
Inc.,  Atlanta;  Hoyt  E.  Crane,  Jr.,  Ameri¬ 
can  Home  Products  Corp.,  Chamblee;  J.  C. 
Hogue,  Brunswick  Corp.,  Albany;  William  E. 
Lloyd,  Great  Southern  Land  & /Paper  Co., 
Cedar  Springs;  H.  H.  Long,  Plajttation  Pipe¬ 
line  Co.,  Atlanta. 

Kentucky:  B.  A.  Easton/  International 
Business  Machines  Corp,  Lexington;  James 
L.  Jennings,  Modine  RJfanufacturing  Co., 
Paducah;  Henry  J.  Kleirmolter,  H.  J.  Scheir- 
ich  Co.,  Louisville;  Robert  W.  Moore,  the 
Harshaw  Chemical  Co.,  Louisville. 

Louisiana:  A.  N.  §mith,  Shell  Chemical  Co., 
Norco;  R.  O.  Whpeler,  Gulf  States  Utilities 
Co.,  Baton  Rouge 

Maryland:  1/  Donald  Armiger,  Jr.,  Vitro 
Corporation  of  America,  Silver  Spring;  Wil¬ 
liam  Doppstadt,  ACF  Industries,  Inc.,  River- 
dale;  A.  Hr  Ford,  Bendix  Field  Engineering 
Corp.,  (Wings  Mills;  J.  E.  Weer,  the  Baugh 
Chemical  Co.,  Baltimore. 

Mississippi:  E.  F.  LaBerge,  Masonite  Corp., 
Laupel. 

forth  Carolina:  Charles  W.  Johnson,  Broy- 
ll  Furniture  Factories,  Lenoir. 

Oklahoma:  Donald  B.  Camblin,  Conti¬ 
nental  Oil  Co.,  Ponca  City;  E.  W.  Harper, 
Oklahoma  Gas  &  Electric  Co.,  Oklahoma 
City;  Kenneth  G.  Willis,  American  Airlines, 
Inc.,  Tulsa. 

Puerto  Rico:  Enrique  Irizarry,  Jr.,  Puerto 
Rican  Cement  Co.,  Inc.,  Ponce;  R.  A.  Orellana, 
Puerto  Rico  Telephone  Co.,  San  Juan;  Rafael 
Rodriguez,  Bacardi  Corp.,  San  Juan. 

South  Carolina:  Henry  G.  Reriot,  Horsman 
Dolls,  Inc.,  Columbia;  Russell  J.  Sims,  Fouke 
Fur  Co.,  Greenville;  J.  A.  Wilkerson,  Bowaters 
Carolina  Corp.,  Catawba. 

Tennessee:  W.  C.  Davis,  Gates  Rubber  Co., 
Inc.,  Nashville;  B.  D.  Sites,  The  Magnavox 
Co.  of  Tennessee,  Greeneville;  Lloyd  N.  Wil¬ 
liams,  Magnet  Mills,  Inc.,  Clinton. 

Texas:  D.  P.  Brockie,  General  Dynamics 
Corp.,  Fort  Worth;  R.  L.  Geiler,  Columbia 
Gulf  Transmission  Co.,  Houston;  Carter  B. 
Goodwin,  Marathon  Oil  Co.,  Texas  City; 
Richard  R.  Pearcy,  International  Minerals  & 
Chemical  Corp.,  Houston;  R.  R.  Smith,  Armco 
Steel  Corp.,  Houston;  Jack  T.  Wright,  Hous¬ 
ton  Chemical  Corp.,  Beaumont. 

Virginia:  Stuart  M.  Elsberg,  Drug  Fair 
\Jnc.,  Alexandria;  Merrill  W.  Hall,  Research 
Analysis  Corp.,  McLean;  W.  H.  Rosch,  Atlantic 
Research  Corp.,  Alexandria. 

st  Virginia — Wayne  T.  Brooks,  Wheeling 
Steel\Oorp.,  Wheeling;  A.  E.  Lewis,  Borg- 
Warne\corp.,  Washington. 

Central  States 

Illinois:  \Richard  J.  Anderson,  Industrial 
Filter  &  Pufxm  Mfg.  Co.,  Cicero;  Ray  Bjork- 
lund,  Sundstrand  Corp.,  Rockford;  James 
Boetter,  The  H/M.  Harper  Co.,  Morton  Grove; 
Robert  M.  Boylesv  Midwest  Rubber  Reclaim¬ 
ing  Co.,  East  St. 'Louis;  Milton  H.  Brown, 
Caterpillar  Tractor  Oo„  Peoria;  John  E.  Class, 
Sweetheart  Cup  Corp.,  Chicago;  David  H. 
Cornelison,  Lever  Brothers  Co.,  Chicago;  John 
W.  Dan,  Schnadig  Corp.,  Chicago;  R.  M.  Erlan- 
son,  Anchor  Brush  Co.,  Aurora;  M.  D.  Gentry, 
General  Portland  Cement  vjo.,  Chicago;  A. 
Richard  Gross,  Thomason  Newspapers,  Inc., 
Des  Plaines;  J.  M.  Hopper,  The\Pure  Oil  Co., 
Palatine;  John  R.  Hundley,  Granite  City 
Steel  Co.,  Granite  City;  Ruel  F.  Lehman,  Jr., 
The  Peoples  Gas  Light  &  Coke  Co., 'Chicago; 
Berk  Luhmann,  General  Telephone  Directory 
Co.,  Des  Plaines;  James  A.  Mann,  Wyman- 
Gordon  Co.,  Harvey;  John  Rank,  Besly- Welles 
Corp.,  South  Beloit;  Roy  Shay,  A.  E.  Staley 
Mfg.  Co.,  Decatur;  E.  D.  Sukys,  Sun  Elector 
Corp.,  Chicago;  R.  H.  Tenley,  Penberthy  Mfg> 
Co.,  Prophetstown;  Thomas  H.  Young,  Alton 
Box  Board  Co.,  Alton. 
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H.  R.  14596 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  27,  1966 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 
consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran¬ 
tine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further , 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of 
not  to  exceed  two  for  replacement  only:  Provided  further, 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant 
to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve¬ 
ments,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  construct¬ 
ing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses  connecting  green¬ 
houses)  shall  not  exceed  $20,000,  except  for  six  buildings 
to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
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$45,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building 
during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 
Provided  further,  That  the  limitations  on  alterations  con¬ 
tained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $100,000 
for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  home 
economics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at 
a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100;  $120,673,000,  and  in 
addition  not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  from  funds  available 
under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  88-250  shall  he  transferred  to  and  merged  with 
this  appropriation,  of  which  $10,619,000  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended  for  construction  and  improvement  of 
facilities  without  regard  to  limitations  contained  herein,  and 
$5,401,300  shall  be  used  to  continue  research  activities 
scheduled  for  reduction  or  elimination  in  fiscal  years  1966 
and  1967 :  Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein 
shall  not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry 
out  the  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.8.C.  113a)  ; 
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Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 
114b-c) ,  $76,764,000  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects 
and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  emer¬ 
gency  conditions:  Provided ,  That  no  funds  shall  be  used  to 
formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require  minimum 
matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies  which 
threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  industries  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appropriations 
or  funds  available  to  the  agencies  or  corporations  of 
the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem  necessary, 
to  be  available  only  in  such  emergencies  for  the  arrest  and 
eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious 
pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases 
of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in 
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poultry,  and  for  expenses  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of 
February  28,  1947,  as  amended,  and  any  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts ; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  sub¬ 
professional  and  junior  scientific  help  to  be  employed  under 
contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work 
at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than 
$2,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for 
the  previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator 
of  the  Agricultural  Eesearch  Service  in  departmental  re¬ 
search  programs  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so 
used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropria¬ 
tion  otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Re¬ 
search”. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned 
by  the  United  States  for  market  development  research  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  104  (a)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry 
research  and  other  functions  related  thereto  authorized  by 
section  104  (k)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
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Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.O.  1704(a) 
(k)),  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $3,000,000: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  other  appropriations  for  these  purposes,  for  payments 
in  the  foregoing  currencies:  Provided  further,  That  funds 
appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  for  payments  in  such 
foreign  currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are  needed 
and  can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  paragraph:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$25,000  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  payments 
in  foreign  currencies  for  expenses  of  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a) . 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facil¬ 
ities,  and  for  other  expenses,  including  $48,113,000,  to 
carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act,  approved 
March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  August  11, 
1955  (7  U.S.C.  361  a— 3 6 1  i ) .  including  administration  by 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture;  $2,500,000 
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for  grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research  under  the  Act 
approved  October  10,  1962  (16  U.S.C.  582a, — 582a-7)  ; 
$2,000,000  in  addition  to  funds  otherwise  available  for  con¬ 
tracts  and  grants  for  scientific  research  under  the  Act  of 
August  4,  1965  (79  Stat.  431)  ;  $2,000,000  for  grants  for 
facilities  under  the  Act  approved  July  22,  1963  (77  Stat. 
90)  ;  $310,000  for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experi¬ 
ment,  stations  under  section  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as 
amended;  and  $304,000  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Co¬ 
operative  State  Research  Service,  including  administration 
of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds 
for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and 
not  to  exceed  $50,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  ;  in  all, 
$55,227,000. 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  For  payments  for 
cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the 
Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (7 
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U.S.C.  341-349),  to  be  distributed  under  sections  3(b) 
and  3  (c)  of  the  Act,  $74,347,500;  and  payments  and  con¬ 
tracts  for  such  work  under  section  204  (b )  —205  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624), 
$1,570,000;  in  all,  $75,917,500:  Provided,  That  funds 
hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of 
June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto  Rico 
prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources 
for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal  re¬ 
tirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $8,139,500. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,113,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962 
(7  TT.S.C.  341-349),  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and 
to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  exten- 
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sion  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States  and 
insular  possessions,  $2,654,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  and  for  conducting  research  re¬ 
lating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  fanner  co¬ 
operatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,175,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in¬ 
cluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm 
irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reser¬ 
voirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 
mapping  of  soil;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase  and 
erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation 
and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $109,235,000:  Provided,  That 
H.R.  14596 - 2 
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the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  purchased,  erected,  or 
as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  water 
supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the  same  to  any 
such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  acquired 
in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes, 
shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  he  con¬ 
structed  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings 
to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$15,000  per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or  im¬ 
provements  to  other  existing  permanent  buildings  costing 
$2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  he  available  for  the 
construction  of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the 
Government:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.O. 
590a-590f)  in  demonstration  projects:  Provided  further, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed 
$5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a)  :  Provided 
further,  That  qualified  local  engineers  may  be  temporarily 
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employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  plan¬ 
ning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PLANNING 

For  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investiga¬ 
tions  and  planning,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
1001-1008) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $6,142,- 
000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  imder  this  head:  Provided , 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a) . 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  river  basin  surveys 
and  investigations,  and  research,  and  to  carry  out  preventive 
measures,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  opera¬ 
tions,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and 
changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.O.  1001-1008),  and  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.O.  590a-f) , 
to  remain  available  until  expended,  $67,020,000,  with  which 
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shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore 
appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Department  for  watershed 
protection  purposes:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.O.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available 
for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$5,000,000,  together  with  the  unobligated  balance  of  funds 
previously  appropriated  for  loans  and  related  expense,  shall 
be  available  for  such  purposes. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 
16  U.S.C.  1006a) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a),  to  remain  available  until  expended;  $25,654,000, 
with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Depart- 
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ment  for  flood  prevention  purposes:  Provided ,  That  not  to 
exceed  $200,000,  together  with  the  unobligated  balance  of 
funds  previously  appropriated  for  loans  and  related  expense, 
shall  he  available  for  such  purposes. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p),  $16,112,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f)  ,$4,- 
347,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended :  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  such  amount  shall  be  available 
for  loans  and  related  expenses  under  subtitle  A  of  the  Con¬ 
solidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
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U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available 
for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research 
Service  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating 
to  agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  other  laws,  including  economics 
of  marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and 
population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources 
in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and 
farm  finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for 
farm  products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  pros¬ 
pects  for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic  de¬ 
velopment  and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products,  assembly 
and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and  analysis  of 
international  financial  and  monetary  programs  and  policies 
as  they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm 
products;  $12,032,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than 
$350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  he  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and 
conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the 
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farmer  and  consumer:  Provided  further,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further,  That 
not  less  than  $145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related 
facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information 
on  methods  used  by  other  coimtries  to  move  farm  commod¬ 
ities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting 
Service  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service 
work,  including  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  co¬ 
ordination  and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  $13,272,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall 
be  available  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing  esti¬ 
mates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  commercial 
crop:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  he 
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available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $40,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O. 
55a) . 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING,  AND  REGULATORY 

PROGRAMS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 
consumer  protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution, 
and  regulatory  programs,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  for  administration  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  payments  to  States ;  including  field  employment 
pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.O.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O. 
55a) ,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a)  to  201  (d) ,  inclusive, 
of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7 
U.S.O.  1291)  and  section  203  (  j)  of  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Act  of  1946;  $82,757,000. 
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PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 

F  or  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623(b)),  $1,750,000. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Special  Milk 
Program,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961  (7 
U.S.C.  1446,  note) ,  $50,000,000,  and  in  addition  $53,- 
000,000  shall  be  transferred  from  funds  available  under 
section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c) , 
and  merged  with  this  appropriation. 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1751-1760),  $157,000,000,  including  $2,000,000  for  spe¬ 
cial  assistance  to  needy  schools,  as  authorized  by  law:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for 
nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said  Act:  Provided 
H.R.  14596 - 3 
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fui'ther,  That  $45,000,000  shall  be  transferred  to  this  ap¬ 
propriation  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act 
of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  for  purchase  and 
distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

FOOD  STAMP  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  $150,000,000,  to  be 
provided  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act 
of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c) . 

EEMOVAL  OF  SUEPLUS  AGEICULTUEAL  COMMODITIES 

(SECTION  3  2) 

No  fimds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  Au¬ 
gust  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  other  than  commodity  program  expenses  as  authorized 
therein,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for 
( 1 )  transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized 
by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  trans¬ 
fers  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  and  (3)  not  more  ,than 
$2,924,000  for  formulation  and  administration  of  marketing 
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agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1961. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordi¬ 
nate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection 
with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $35,- 
000  for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant 
to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766) ,  $21,088,000:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  $255,000 
of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  foreign  production  and 
full  and  complete  information  on  methods  used  by  other 
countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  on  a 
competitive  basis:  Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  not 
to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  section 
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32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
612c) ,  shall  be  merged  with  this  appropriation  and  shall  be 
available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  l-17a) ,  $1,398,000. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  ex¬ 
penses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by 
title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a), 
16  (d) ,  16  (e) ,  16  (f) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g- 
590q;  7  TJ.S.C.  1010-1011)  ;  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and  1816)  ; 
and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
$128,558,000:  Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed 
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$75,803,600  may  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this 
appropriation  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
fund  (including  not  to  exceed  $30,008,000  under  the 
limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  administrative 
expenses)  :  Provided  further,  That  other  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice  for  authorized  activities  may  be  advanced  to  and  merged 
with  this  appropriation:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of 
the  funds  appropriated  or  made  available  under  this  Act 
shall  be  used  (1)  to  influence  the  vote  in  any  referendum; 
(2)  to  influence  agricultural  legislation,  except  as  permitted 
in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries  or  other  expenses 
of  members  of  county  and  community  committees  estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  for  engaging  in 
any  activities  other  than  advisory  and  supervisory  duties 
and  delegated  program  functions  prescribed  in  administrative 
regulations. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

F or  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 

$80,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

H.R.  14596 - 4 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

IS 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


22 


AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Febru¬ 
ary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o),  590p 
(a),  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States,  $220,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts, 
1965  and  1966,  earned  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1964, 
to  December  31,  1966,  inclusive:  Provided ,  That  none  of 
the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any 
State  information  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the 
answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Provided  further,  That  no 
portion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s  program  may  be 
utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drain¬ 
age  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (III) , 
4  (IV) ,  and  5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of  the  In- 
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terior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of 
the  United  States,  1956:  Provided  further,  That  necessary 
amounts  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1967 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  prac¬ 
tices,  including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices,  under 
the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to 
$220,000,000,  excluding  administration,  except  that  no 
participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where 
the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join 
to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  im¬ 
prove  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  alloca¬ 
tion  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  ol  the  State  committee, 
be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out 
the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the  participating 
counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assist¬ 
ance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State 
committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  avail- 
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1  able  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for 

2  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided 

3  further,  That  for  the  current  year’s  program  $2,500,000 

4  shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and 

5  carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices:  Provided 

6  further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  pur- 

7  chase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  farming 

8  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants 

9  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out 

10  farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs 

11  provided  for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any 

12  funds  available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office, 

13  corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such 
Id  Department,  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the 

15  payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has 

16  been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  pre- 

17  vent  pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2, 

18  1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance 

19  with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section 

20  1913,  to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section 

21  which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the 

22  payment  of  personal  services  or  other  expenses  designed  to 
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influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or 
oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except 
upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper  official 
channels. 

APPALACHIAN  REGION  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to 
carry  info  effect  section  203  of  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965,  $2,200,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

CROPLAND  CONVERSION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  promote  the  conservation  and 
economic  use  of  land  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
16  (e)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
(16  U.S.C.  590h,  590p) ,  as  amended,  $7,500,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended. 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  Cropland 
Adjustment  Program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agricul¬ 
ture  Act  of  1965,  including  reimbursement  to  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  $90,000,000:  Provided ,  That  agree¬ 
ments  entered  into  during  the  fiscal  year  1967  shall  not 
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require  payments  during  the  calendar  year  1967  exceeding 
$80,000,000. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation 
reserve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and 
1816) ,  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$140,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  hank  pro¬ 
grams:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid 
on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the 
division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on  annual 
payments  to  participants. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 
For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  be  used  for 
the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as 
funds  appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Third  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $5,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for 
emergency  conservation  measures. 
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Kural  Community  Development  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Dor  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of 
the  Bural  Community  Development  Service  in  providing 
leadership,  coordination,  liaison,  and  related  services  in  the 
rural  areas  development  activities  of  the  Department, 
$637,000:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Dor  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  including  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574)  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a),  $11,254,000. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Act 

Dor  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field 
employment  pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  $2,400,000. 
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Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $4,325,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $1,826,000,  of  which  total 
appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  may  be  used  for 
farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country, 
an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  available 
to  be  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed  franks 
furnished  by  the  Senators,  Representatives,  and  Delegates 
in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417),  and  not 
less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hundred 
and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary 
(known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by 
section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  : 
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Provided,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures  or  ex¬ 
hibits  by  the  Department,  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O. 
55a). 

National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  $2,147,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.O.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shall  be  available 
for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a). 

Office  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Manage¬ 
ment  Services  to  provide  management  support  services  to 
selected  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  $2,600,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


30 


General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  mis¬ 
cellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for 
and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  $3,959,000 :  Provided,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable  appropria¬ 
tions  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as 
required  by  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act  (5  U.S.O. 
1001)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this 
amount  shall  be  available  for  official  reception  and  representa¬ 
tion  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 

To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

Eor  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
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the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  and  to  remain  available 
without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accordance  with  section  3(e) 
of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  electrification  program, 
$365,000,000,  of  which  $72,500,000  shall  be  placed  in 
reserve  to  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions 
to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the 
expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrifica¬ 
tion  program;  and  rural  telephone  program,  $97,000,000, 
of  which  $6,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  bor¬ 
rowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent 
that  such  amount  is  required  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
orderly  development  of  the  rural  telephone  program. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  $12,202,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


32 


Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335  (a)  for  which  funds  are  not  other¬ 
wise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921) ,  as  amended,  may  be 
made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  direct  loan  account  as  follows :  real  estate  loans, 
$90,000,000;  and  operating  loans,  $300,000,000,  of  which 
$50,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  used  only  to 
the  extent  required  during  the  current  fiscal  year  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly 
conduct  of  the  loan  program. 

RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 
For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306 
(a)  (6)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  $26,000,000. 

RURAL  HOUSING  DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 
For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  518(d)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (79  Stat.  500), 
$15,000,000  shall  be  available  from  funds  in  the  rural  hous¬ 
ing  direct  loan  account. 
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RUEAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 

For  financial  assistance  to  public  nonprofit  organiza¬ 
tions  for  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  516  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  1486) ,  $3,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

RURAL  RENEWAL 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  in  carrying  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  section 
32  (e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  $1,200,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessaiy  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the 
programs  authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921-1990),  as 
amended,  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(42  U.S.C.  1471-1490),  and  the  Rural  Rehabilitation 
Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3, 
1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444)  ;  $51,057,000,  together  with 
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not  more  than  $2,250,000  of  the  charges  collected  in 
connection  with  the  insurance  of  loans  as  authorized 
hy  section  309  (e)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  section 
514(b)  (3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended: 
Provided ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the 
funds  available  for  the  various  programs  administered  by 
this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  for 
temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases: 
Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  in  this  para¬ 
graph  may  he  used  to  administer  a  program  which  makes 
rural  housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

TITLE  HI— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  ,to  make 


1 

2 

a 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 


35 


such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the 
budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or 
agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $8,342,000. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 
Not  to  exceed  $4,150,000  of  administrative  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income :  Provided, 
That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Fund  is  insufficient  to  meet  indemnity  payments  and  other 
charges  against  such  Fund,  not  to  exceed  $500,000  may 
be  borrowed  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  under 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe, 
but  repayment  of  such  amount  shall  include  interest  at  a 
rate  not  less  than  the  cost  of  money  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  a  comparable  period. 
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Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 

To  partially  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  net  realized  losses  sustained  but  not  previously  reim¬ 
bursed,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15  U.S.C. 
713a-ll,  7 13a— 12 ) ,  $3,500,000,000:  Provided,  That  no 
funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate 
or  administer  programs  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities  pursuant  to  Titles  I  or  IV  of  Public  Law  480,  83rd 
Congress,  as  amended,  to  any  nation  which  sells  or  furnishes 
or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  to 
transport  to  North  Vietnam  any  equipment,  materials  or 
commodities,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed  by  a 
Communist  regime. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law :  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $34,300,000  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further,  That 
$945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only  to 
expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corporation 
pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter : 
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Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this 
authorization  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned 
pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  be¬ 
come  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations:  Provided 
further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including  legal  and 
special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not 
including  other  personal  services)  in  connection  with  the 
acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  or  dispo¬ 
sition  of  any  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the  Cor¬ 
poration  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest,  including  expenses 
of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall  be  considered  as  non- 
administrative  expenses  for  the  purposes  hereof. 

PUBLIC  LAW  48  0 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1967,  not  otherwise 
recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including 
interest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701- 
1709,  1721-1724,  1731-1736),  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  as  follows:  (1)  Sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said  Act, 
$1,040,000,000;  (2)  commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency 
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famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said 
Act,  $200,000,000;  and  (3)  long-term  supply  contracts 
pursuant  to  title  IV  of  said  Act,  $377,000,000. 

INTERNATIONAL  WHEAT  AGEEEMENT 
For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1967  and  unrecovered 
prior  years’  costs,  including  interest  thereon,  under  the  In¬ 
ternational  Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1641-1642) ,  or  commodity  export  authorities  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  $40,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 
limitation  on  administrative  expenses 
Not  to  exceed  $3,032,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber 

expenses 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided,  of  the 
National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber  estab¬ 
lished  to  assist  the  President’s  Committee  on  Food  and  Fiber, 
including  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  $350,000. 
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TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  hv  law, 

•j 

appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  four 
hundred  and  twenty-one  passenger  motor  vehicles  for  re¬ 
placement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  he  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.O.  2131). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  he  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
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incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine 
manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced  out¬ 
side  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.O.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C. 
1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 
with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the 
current  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1967”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  26,  1966. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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screw-worm  eradication  bill.  /Senate  adopted  conference  \eport  on  cotton  research- 
promotion  bill.  Sen.  Proxmiye  sooke  in  favor  of  school  mrik  program. 


HOUSE 

1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Both  Houses  passed  H.  J.  Res.  1180,  the  continuing\^ppropria- 
tions  resolution.  This  measure  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  '$en* 
Russell/  Ga. ,  stated  this  resolution  "is  the  usual  type  of  resolution\7hich 
comesybefore  the  Senate  each  year... from  the  House  and  is  necessary  to  e^nti- 
nue  /projects  and  activities  of  the  Government  until  the  appropriations  bi\ls 
arjg  enacted  into  law.  All  authority  under  this  resolution  expires  August 
)66."  pp.  13843-44,  13874-94 


2  - 


2.  LIBRARIES.  Concurred  in  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  14050,  to  extend  and  amend/ 
the  Library  Services  and  Construction  Act.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  th$ 
President,  pp.  13894-5,  13S45 


3.  CIVIL 
of  tit 


iFENSE.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  13125,  to  amend  the  provisions 
III  of  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Act  of  1S50,  as  amended,  p. /13898 


4.  HOUSING.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did'  not 

actually  report)  H.  R.  15890,  amended,  to  assist  city  demonstration  programs 
for  rebuilding  slum  and  blighted  areas  and  for  providing  the  publac  facilities 
and  services  necessary  to  improve  the  general  welfare  of  the  people  who  live 
in  these  areas,  and  to  improve  and  amend  our  housing  programs/  p.  D587 


5.  WATER.  A-  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  approved 
for  full  committee  action  H.  R.  4671,  amended,  to  authorize  the  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River  ^asin  project,  p.  D588 


6.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  Rep.  Fafcnsley  inserted  an  article,  "Almost  a  Whole  Loaf  for 
Labor,"  commending  passage^of  the  minimum  wage  bill/  p.  13942 


7.  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep.  Mink  sp&ke  in  support  of  th/  proposed  Department  of  Trans¬ 
portation  and  the  advantages  s^ch  a  department  /ould  provide  Hawaii,  pp. 
13943-4 


8.  MARKETING.  Rep.  Tunney  urged  enactiHent  of  legislation  to  provide  adequate  pro¬ 
tection  for  consumers  with  regard  to\  labeling  and  packaging,  p.  13945 


9.  GRAIN  STANDARDS.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  provide  for 
U.  S.  standards  and  a  uniform  national  inspection  system  for  grain;  to  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee,  p.  13948 


10.  RESEARCH.  Rep.  Hanna  paid  tribute/ to  the  Uni^rsity  of  California  and  its 
agricultural  programs,  pp.  13904-31 


11.  OPINION  POLL.  Rep.  Martin,  Ala.,  inserted  the  results  of  a  questionnaire  in¬ 
cluding  items  of  interest  to  this  Department,  p.  13947 


SENATE 


12.  SCREW -WORM.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

S.  3325,  to  authorize  this  Department  to  cooperate  in  screv-worra  eradication 
in  Mexico  (S.  Rept/1342).  p.  13776 


13.  COTTON.  Received'  and  agreed  to  conference  report  on  H.  R.  1232\, 
research  and  p/omotion  bill.  p.  13780 


the  cotton 


14. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  approved  for 
full  committee  consideration,  H.  R.  14596,  fiscal  1967  appropriations  for  this 
Department,  and  related  agencies.  p.  D585 


15.  WATER  RESOURCES.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  wit)iout 
amendment  S.  3186,  to  increase  the  authorization  for  continuing  work  on  tl 
Missouri  River  Basin  Project  (S.  Rept.  1340);  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
a/tually  report)  S.  3034,  to  authorize  feasibility  studies  of  certain  potential 
federal  reclamation  projects  in  17  Western  States;  and  voted  to  report  (but  dfi 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  S'bnate 

passed  child  nutrition  bill.  House  debated  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  \House 
ied  to  Senate  amendments  to  screw-worm  eradication  bill.  House  agreed  to  Senate 
nendments  to  pay  bill. 


SENATE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1967,  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  14596  (S.  Rept.  1370)  (p.  14512).  Attached 
to  this  Digest  is  the  committee  report,  which  includes  a  statement  of  committee 
actions.  Sen.  Proxmire  expressed  disappointment  in  the  appropriation  for  the 
special  milk  program  and  stated  that  he  is  contemplating  asking  for  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  provide  $110  million  for  this  program  (p.  14541). 
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2.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3034,  to  authorize  feasibility  studies  / 

o£\certain  potential  Federal  reclamation  projects  in  17  Western  States,  pp.  / 
14561-70  / 

3.  AIR  POLDOTION.  Passed  as  reported,  80-0,  S.  3112,  the  proposed  Clean  Air /Act 

Amendments  of  1966.  Sen.  Muskie  stated  that  "The  primary  purposes  of  the  bill 
are  to  consolidate  appropriation  authorizations  in  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  to 
authorize  fixnds  to  continue  the  program  through  1969."  pp.  14570-84/ 

4.  CHILD  NUTRITION^  Passed  as  reported,  76-0,  S.  3467,  the  child  nuytttion  bill. 

Rejected,  37-42/\an  amendment  by  Sen.  Ribicoff  to  establish  a  special  summer 
lunch  program  (pp\.  14584-6 ,  14589-609).  The  bill,  with  the  cojdmittee  amend¬ 
ment,  would  amend  Uve  National  School  Lunch  Act  by  adding  provisions  for: 

"(1)  A  special  milk'program  for  fiscal  years  1967,  1968,  1/969,  and  1970... 

"(2)  A  pilot  breakfast ^program  for  fiscal  years  1967  and  1968  in  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  poor  economic  areas  and  in  schools  to  which  the  chilr 
dren  must  travel  long  distahoes. . .  / 

"(3)  A  permanent  program  for  nonfood  assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance 
from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist...;  and 

"(4)  General  administration.,.,  including  provision  for-- 

(A)  appropriation  of  funds  to  assist  State  educational  agencies,  when 
necessary,  in  administering  addrfcionau.  activities...; 

(B)  authorizing  the  Secretary  to  extena  school  feeding  programs  under 

the  act  to  include  preschool  prog/ah^s  operated  as  part  of  the  school 
system;  and  /  \ 

(C)  centralization  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  of  the  administration 
of  Federal  programs  to  assist/school  feeding  programs." 

5.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Began  debate  on's.  2947,  to  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 

Control  Act  in  order  to  improve  and  make  more  effective  certain  programs  pur¬ 
suant  to  such  Act.  pp.  14610414  \ 

6.  ROADS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  approved  for  full  committee 

consideration  with  amendments  S.  3155,  the  proposed  Feder&l-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1966.  p.  D610  /  \ 

7.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Javits  discussed  and  submitted  an  amendmentN:o  S.  3584,  the 

foreign  aid  authorization  bill,  which  "would  propose  an  across-the-board,  2- 
year  authorization  for  the  economic  aid  portion  of  the  foreign  ard  bill."  pp. 
14527-8  /  \ 

8.  WATER  FOR  PEACE.  Sen.  Moss  commended  the  provisions  of  S.  J.  Res.  167\  to 

organize  and  hold  an  International  Conference  on  Water  for  Peace  and  asked  that 
his  name  be  added  as  a  cosponsor,  pp.  14529-30  \ 

9.  ECONOMY/  Sen.  Proxmire  sRuke  in  opposition  to  any  tax  increase  at  this  time\ 

p.  Ko30  \ 

Zen.  Proxmire  criticized  the  "spiraling"  interest  rates  and  inserted  ex-  ' 
c^rrpts  from  the  Wall  Street  Journal  on  the  subject.  pp.  14534-7 


Calendar  No.  1335 


89th  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

2d  Session  | 

t  No.  1370 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1967 


July  12,  1966.— Ordered  to  be  printed 

Mr.  Holland,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  14596] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  which  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  14596)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and 
for  other  purposes,  reports  the  same  to  the  Senate  with  various  amend¬ 
ments  and  presents  herewith  information  relative  to  the  changes  made: 


Amount  of  bill  as  passed  House _ $6,  876,  027,  000 

Amount  of  increase  by  Senate  committee  (net) _  175,  516,  300 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate _  7,  051,  543,  300 

Amount  of  appropriations,  1966  (adjusted) _  6,  381,  448,  500 

Amount  of  estimates  for  1967 _  7,  022,  638,  000 

The  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate : 

Over  the  appropriations  for  1966___ _  670,  094,  800 

Over  the  estimates  for  1967 _  28,  905,  300 
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General  Statement 

The  Senate  committee  bill  is  in  the  amount  of  $7,051,543,300  an 
increase  of  $175,516,300  over  the  House  bill,  and  is  $28,905,300  over 
the  budget  estimates  and  $670,094,800  over  the  1966  Appropriations. 

The  bill  includes  $1,869,542,  300  for  the  general  and  credit  agency 
activities  of  the  Department  under  title  I  and  title  II  of  the  bill  for 
related  credit  agencies  under  title  II.  The  total  amounts  recom¬ 
mended  represent  a  decrease  of  $16,670,200  under  the  comparative 
appropriations  for  1966,  and  a  net  increase  of  $159,207,300  over  the 
House  bill  and  a  net  increase  of  $101,950,300  over  the  budget  estimates. 

The  major  increases  over  the  House  bill  and  the  budget  estimates 
are  principally  due  to  the  committee  recommendations  to  make  direct 
appropriations  from  general  revenue  funds  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the 
Special  Milk  Program  and  the  Food  Stamp  Program  rather  than  to 
use  funds  available  from  the  permanent  authorization  of  section  32. 
The  recommendations  of  the  committee  are  in  accord  with  the  author¬ 
izing  legislation  for  both  acts,  and  these  changes  by  the  committee^ 
represent  a  net  increase  for  these  activities  of  $155,000,000  over  the|| 
House  bill. 

Title  III  of  the  bill  carries  the  recommended  appropriations  for  the 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  and  the  appropriations  author¬ 
ized  by  various  laws  (1)  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  losses  incurred  for  regular  price  support  activities  and  (2)  to 
finance  the  costs  of  the  foreign  assistance  programs  under  Public  Law 
480,  as  amended. 

Under  this  title  the  recommended  appropriations  are  $73,000,000 
under  the  budget  estimates,  $687,665,000  net  over  the  Appropriations 
for  1966,  and  $16,059,000  over  the  House  bill.  The  recommended  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $3,555,855,000  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  lor  the  purpose  of  restoring  the  capital  impairment,  by 
appropriation,  for  net  realized  losses  already  incurred  in  the  conduct 
of  regular  farm  program  activities,  and  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  Public  Law  87-155,  approved  August  17,  1961. 

The  appropriations  recommended  for  the  authorizations  of  Public 
Law  480,  as  amended,  total  $1,617,000,000,  the  amount  of  the  budget 
estimate  and  the  House  bill,  and  a  net  decrease  of  $41,000,000  under 
the  comparative  amounts  for  1966.  '  A 

There  is  shown  below  a  summary,  by  titles  of  the  bill,  setting  forth  ™ 
the  budget  estimates  considered  by  the  committee,  the  amounts 
carried  in  the  House  bill,  the  amounts  recommended  by  the  committee, 
together  with  a  comparison  of  the  committee  recommendations,  plus 
or  minus  the  budget  estimates,  as  amended. 
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Summary  of  the  bill  by  titles 


Title 

Budget 

estimates, 

1967 

House  bill, 
1967 

Senate 

committee, 

1967 

Senate  com¬ 
mittee  (+) 
or  (— )  budget 
estimates 

Title  I — General  activities . 

$1, 669,  590, 000 
98, 002, 000 

$1,616, 876,000 
93, 459, 000 

$1,776,040,300 
93, 502, 000 

+$106, 450,300 
-4, 500, 000 

Title  II — Credit  agencies .  .  .  . 

Total,  titles  I  and  II . 

1, 767, 592, 000 

1, 710, 335, 000 

1,869, 542, 300 

+101,950, 300 

Title  III — Corporations: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corpora¬ 
tion.  _  _ _  .  . 

8, 546, 000 

3, 555, 855, 000 

8,342,000 

3, 500, 000, 000 

8, 546, 000 

3, 555, 855, 000 

Reimbursement  for  net  realized 
losses . . _  __  _ 

Subtotal,  corporations . . .  . 

3, 564, 401, 000 

3,  508, 342, 000 

3,564, 401,000 

Foreign  assistance  programs: 

Public  Law  480:  Titles  I,  II, 
and  IV _ _ 

1, 617, 000, 000 

60, 000, 000 

13, 000, 000 

1, 617, 000, 000 

40, 000, 000 

1,617, 000,000 

International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment _  .  _  _ _ _ 

-60, 000,000 

-13, 000,000 

Bartered  materials  for  supple¬ 
mental  stockpile _ _ 

Subtotal,  foreign  assistance 
programs _ 

1, 690, 000, 000 

1, 657, 000, 000 

1, 617, 000, 000 

-73, 000, 000 

Total,  title  III _ 

5,254, 401,000 

5, 165, 342, 000 

5, 181, 401, 000 

-73, 000, 000 

Title  IV— Related  agencies: 

Farm  Credit  Administration..  .  .  .. 

(3, 032, 000) 

645,000 

(3, 032, 000) 

350,000 

(3, 032, 000) 

600,000 

National  Advisory  Commission  on 
Food  and  Fiber...  .... 

-45, 000 

Total,  title  IV _ _ 

645,000 

350,000 

600,000 

-45, 000 

Grand  total . 

7, 022, 638, 000 

6,876,027,000 

7, 051, 543, 300 

+28,905,300 

FARM  LABOR  SITUATION 

In  the  committee  report  accompanying  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  Appropriation  Bill  for  the  1966  fiscal  year  (Senate  Report  No. 
423),  the  Committee  took  notice  of  the  then  existing  shortage  of 
capable  farm  labor  and  requested  the  Department  to  make  a  com¬ 
prehensive  study  of  the  entire  farm  labor  situation.  This  information 
has  not  reached  the  Committee  but  is  expected  to  be  received  shortly. 

The  farm  labor  situation,  if  anything,  is  likely  to  become  more  acute 
this  year.  The  over-all  unemployment  rate  is  down  to  3.7  percent. 
More  significantly,  the  unemployment  rate  for  adult  men  was  2.4 
percent  in  April  1966,  the  lowest  in  over  12  years.  Peak  seasonal 
worker  requirements  in  agriculture  have  yet  to  be  encountered  and 
already  labor  shortages  have  developed  in  Florida,  California,  and 
elsewhere. 

The  tight  labor  supply  situation  currently  existing  underscores  the 
need  for  the  detailed  analysis  of  the  agricultural  labor  situation 
requested  of  the  Department  by  the  Committee  last  year.  In  view 
of  current  and  prospective  labor  shortages,  the  Committee  requests 
that  the  Department  prepare  and  submit  to  it  a  program  setting  forth 
additional  research  and  development  requirements,  and  the  cost 
involved,  which  should  be  promptly  undertaken  to  bring  about  the 
earliest  practical  utilization  of  labor  saving  devices  in  the  production, 
cultivation,  harvesting,  and  processing  of  those  crops  which  presently 
require  large  amounts  of  seasonal  hand  labor.  It  is  expected  that 
this  program  will  be  submitted  to  the  Committee  as  soon  as  possible. 

Further,  the  Committee  believes  that  the  Department  is  now  in  a 
position,  based  upon  the  findings  of  the  study  that  is  currently  under 
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way,  to  give  immediate  consideration  to  the  inclusion  in  the  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1968  of  research  funds  which  would  be  required  to  carry 
out  the  more  pressing  needs  in  this  particular  area. 

TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

The  Agricultural  Research  Service  is  the  principal  research  agency 
within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  is  responsible  within  the 
Department  for  the  conduct  of  a  number  of  research  programs  which 
include  (a)  farm  research,  (b)  utilization  research  and  development, 
(c)  marketing  research,  (d)  nutrition  and  consumer  use  research,  and 
( e )  oversea  research  conducted  under  the  special  foreign  currency 
program,  which  is  financed  under  a  separate  appropriation  item. 


Salaries  and  expenses — Research 


Funds  available 

Available, 

1966 

Estimates, 

1967 

House  bill, 
1967 

Committee 

1967 

By  appropriation _ I _ 

$125, 959, 000 
(18,100,000) 

$107, 980, 000 
(25, 000, 000) 

$120, 673, 000 
(25, 000, 000) 

$123, 844, 600 
(25,000,000) 

By  transfer  from  sec.  32 _ _ 

Total  available . . 

144, 059, 000 

132, 980, 000 

145, 673, 000 

148,844,600 

Comparisons  with — 

1966  available  funds _  +  $4,  785,  600 

Estimate  for  1967 _  +15,  864,  600 

House  bill _  +3,  171,  600 

The  Committee  recommends  a  direct  appropriation  of  $123,844,600, 
together  with  a  transfer  from  Section  32  permanent  authorization  for 
research  of  $25,000,000  for  a  total  of  $148,844,600  available  for 
various  types  of  research  conducted  by  this  agency.  The  budget 
estimate  proposed  the  full  use  of  transfer  from  Section  32  of  $25,000,000 
for  an  increase  of  $6,900,000  over  1966.  This  has  been  approved  by 
the  House  and  is  recommended  by  the  Committee.  The  Committee 
has  inserted  a  provision  in  the  bill  to  require  that  for  fiscal  1968  the 
budget  estimate  for  use  of  Section  32  funds  for  research  purposes  will 
be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  $15,000,000. 

The  amounts  recommended  by  the  Committee  reflect  a  net  increase 
of  $4,785,600  over  funds  available  in  1966,  an  increase  of  $15,864,600 
over  the  estimates  for  1967,  and  $3,171,600  over  the  House  bill. 
The  budget  request  included  $750,700  for  Pay  Act  costs,  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  89-301  and  this  amount  is  included  in  the  Committee 
recommendations  and  was  carried  in  the  House  bill.  There  follows 
a  description  of  the  recommendations  of  the  Committee  dealing  with 
construction  of  facilities,  the  staffing  of  laboratories  and  research 
centers,  the  acceleration  of  research  activities,  and  the  proposed 
eliminations  for  research. 

CONSTRUCTION  AND  MODERNIZATION  OF  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Last  year  the  Congress  approved  planning  funds  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  modernization  and  enlargement  of  11  research  facilities.  The 
budget  for  1967  only  requested  $1,637,000  of  the  total  requirements  of 
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$11,319,000  for  construction  purposes.  The  Committee  has  recom¬ 
mended  the  full  amount  of  construction  funds  which  is  an  increase  of 
$700,000  over  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill. 

In  addition,  the  attention  of  the  Committee  was  brought  to  the  need 
for  several  other  research  facilities  and  for  the  enlargement  and  mod¬ 
ernization  of  existing  research  facilities.  It  is  recommended  that 
$550,000  be  provided  for  construction  and  planning  of  these  facilities. 
The  amounts  and  purpose  of  each  are:  $175,000  to  provide  modern 
greenhouses  at  the  Southern  Piedmont  Research  Center,  Watkinsville, 
Georgia;  $25,000  for  a  feasibility  study  for  a  proposed  soil  and  water 
research  center  and  laboratory  for  the  Northern  Great  Plains,  Rapid 
City,  South  Dakota;  $100,000  to  provide  modern  laboratory-office 
space  with  adequate  temperature  controls  for  the  Sugarcane  Research 
Station  at  Canal  Point,  Florida;  and  $250,000  to  modernize  and  reno¬ 
vate  the  greenhouse  facilities  at  the  Ornamental  Plant  Section,  Belts- 
ville,  Maryland.  The  total  amount  thus  recommended  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  for  planning  and  for  construction  purposes  for  research  facilities 
is  $11,869,000,  an  increase  of  $10,232,000  over  the  budget  estimate  and 
$1,  250,000  over  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill.  The  amount 
recommended  for  construction  is  an  increase  of  $451,000  over  the 
$11,418,000  appropriated  last  year  for  plans,  construction,  alteration 
and  improvement  of  research  facilities.  The  tabulation  of  the  several 
facilities  and  amounts  follows: 


Grain  marketing  research,  Manhattan,  Kans _  $3,  160,  000 

Cereal  rust  research,  St.  Paul,  Minn _  600,  000 

National  Sedimentation  Laboratory,  Oxford,  Miss _  935,  000 

Range  livestock  research,  Miles  City,  Mont _  481,  000 

Meat  animal  research,  Clay  Center,  Nebr _ _  3,  450,  000 

Nutrition  and  consumer  use  research,  Grand  Forks,  N.  Dak _  583,  000 

Soil  and  water  research,  Pendleton,  Oreg _ _  380,  000 

Pasture  research,  University  Park,  Pa _  360,  000 

Soil  and  water  research,  Bushland,  Tex _  325,  000 

Barley  research,  Madison,  Wis _ _ _  345,  000 

Poultry  husbandry  research,  Tucson,  Ariz _  700,  000 

Southern  Piedmont  Research  Center,  Watkinsville,  Ga _  175,  000 

Feasibility  study  for  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Research  Center, 

Rapid  City,  S.  Dak _  25,  000 

Laboratory-office  facilities,  Canal  Point,  Fla _  100,  000 

Modernization  of  greenhouses,  Beltsville,  Md _  250,  000 


Total _  11,869,000 


STAFFING  OF  RESEARCH  CENTERS  AND  LABORATORIES 

The  1967  budget  requested  an  increase  of  $3,512,000  for  additional 
staffing  of  several  new  laboratories  and  research  centers.  The  House 
bill  provided  $1,800,000  for  this  purpose  and  the  Committee  recom¬ 
mends  $2,513,200,  an  increase  of  $713,200  over  the  House  bill,  and  a 
reduction  in  the  budget  estimate  of  $998,800.  The  Committee  con¬ 
curs  in  the  distribution  made  by  the  Department  of  the  House  amounts 
and  these  funds,  together  with  the  Committee  recommendation,  will 
provide  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  for  staffing  soil  and 
water  conservation  and  other  farm  research  facilities,  and  will  also 
provide  an  additional  $500,000  to  meet  the  more  essential  needs  of  the 
expanded  utilization  research  laboratories  for  which  construction 
funds  were  appropriated  three  years  ago. 
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ACCELERATION  OF  RESEARCH  ACTIVITIES 

The  Committee  has  acted  upon  several  requests  for  the  acceleration 
of  research  for  several  items  which  were  not  included  in  the  budget 
estimates.  These  increases  amount  to  $2,644,000  and  are  as  follows: 

(1)  An  increase  of  $94,000  is  recommended  for  accelerating  research 
investigations  in  water  harvesting  techniques  at  the  Soil  and  Water 
Conservation  Laboratory  at  Tempe,  Arizona; 

(2)  An  increase  of  $100,000  over  the  House  bill  and  $200,000  over 
the  budget  estimate  is  recommended  for  instituting  research  on  Equine 
Infectious  Anemia  known  as  Swamp  Fever.  There  have  been 
several  outbreaks  of  Swamp  Fever  and  the  incidence  of  this  disease 
is  causing  concern  to  the  equine  industry; 

(3)  An  increase  of  $40,000  is  recommended  for  accelerating  proces¬ 
sing  research  on  mechanically  harvested  dates.  Last  year’s  Appro¬ 
priation  Act  carried  an  allocation  of  $40,000  to  be  derived  from  the 
Contingency  Fund,  but  the  date  processing  problems  arising  from 
mechanical  harvesting  procedures  necessitate  a  research  investigation 
of  several  years  duration.  Since  this  project  will  require  a  few  years 
it  should  be  financed  in  the  regular  manner; 

(4)  An  appropriation  of  $200,000  is  recommended  for  the  initial 
staffing  of  the  entomology  and  crop  research  laboratory  at  Tucson, 
Arizona.  This  new  laboratory  will  be  completed  this  fall  but  the 
budget  did  not  request  any  funds  for  staffing  in  1967.  This  new 
laboratory  was  constructed  to  meet  the  urgent  needs  of  the  agricultural 
industry.  The  research  program  at  the  laboratory  will  include 
studies  to  develop  more  efficient  utilization  of  bees  in  crop  pollination; 
the  bee  physiology  and  behavior  in  relation  to  pheromones;  bee 
nutrition,  and  to  expand  the  research  on  bee  handling  and  on  honey 
processing; 

(5)  An  increase  of  $175,000  is  recommended  for  accelerating  and 
improving  the  agricultural  insect  identification  program  and  pro¬ 
cedures  to  speed  up  the  insect  identification  processes.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  is  also  advised  that  there  is  need  for  up-to-date  facilities  for 
this  purpose,  and  consideration  of  this  need  should  be  taken  into 
account  in  the  formulation  of  future  budgets; 

(6)  A  $25,000  increase  for  soil  and  water  research  dealing  with  the 
sedimentation  processes  with  headquarters  at  Danville,  Vermont; 

(7)  An  increase  of  $100,000  is  recommended  for  initiating  a  regular 
research  program  to  determine  the  cause  of  blue  comb  disease  of 
turkeys.  Last  year  $90,000  was  made  available  from  the  Con¬ 
tingency  Research  Fund  for  a  research  contract.  It  appears  now 
that  it  will  be  necessary  to  undertake  regular  research  programs  to 
find  the  cause  and  then  the  solution  to  this  disease  which  results  in 
an  estimated  $10  million  annual  loss  to  turkey  production.  The  Con¬ 
tingency  Fund  is  to  be  used  again  for  such  additional  funds  as  are 
required  to  undertake  the  accelerated  research  program; 

(8)  An  increase  of  $120,000  is  recommended  for  research  on  the 
new  type  “cold  lands”  upon  which  sugarcane  is  now  produced.  The 
research  will  include  studies  on  varietal  strains  of  sugarcane  suited  to 
these  new  type  lands  and  will  be  conducted  at  the  new  laboratory 
facility  at  Canal  Point,  Florida; 
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(9)  An  increase  of  $450,000  is  recommended  for  accelerating  the 
investigations  of  production  diseases  affecting  soybeans  and  for  the 
development  of  improved  soybean  varieties,  together  with  investiga¬ 
tion  of  the  factors  affecting  soybean  yields. 

In  addition,  the  Committee  supports  the  recommendation  carried 
in  the  House  bill  of  a  basic  research  grant  of  $400,000  under  the 
Cooperative  State  Research  Service  to  cope  with  other  problems 
affecting  soybean  production ; 

(10)  An  increase  of  $130,000  is  recommended  to  accelerate  research 
on  the  stubborn  disease  and  other  virus  diseases  affecting  citrus, 
including  tristeza.  The  stubborn  disease  is  a  serious  virus  disease 
which  causes  dwarfing  of  the  trees  and  of  the  fruit,  and  the  tristeza  is  a 
virus  which  kills  sweet  orange  trees  growing  on  sour  orange  rootstock. 
Accelerated  research  is  essential  to  determine  the  cause  of  the  stubborn 
disease,  and  if  possible,  to  stop  its  further  spread.  The  tristeza 
virus  disease  was  originally  found  over  20  years  ago  in  Brazil  where 
it  killed  20  million  trees. 

Several  million  trees  were  also  lost  in  California  and  currently  it  is 
causing  great  losses  in  Spain.  This  disease  has  been  present  in  a 
mild  form  in  Florida  since  1950,  but  a  new  outbreak  of  the  more 
serious  form  was  found  in  the  orchards  in  Florida  in  1965  and  has 
already  killed  over  1,000  trees.  In  view  of  the  widespread  use  of 
sour  orange  rootstock,  it  is  essential  that  research  be  undertaken  to 
develop  better  methods  of  diagnosis  and  to  preclude  and/or  to  control 
further  spread  of  tristeza; 

(11)  An  increase  of  $150,000  is  recommended  for  initiating  research 
into  the  increased  incidence  of  and  development  of  controls  to  elim¬ 
inate  abscesses  in  swine.  Swine  abscesses  have  been  causing  increased 
losses  and  have  resulted  in  a  condemnation  rate  as  high  as  20%  at 
Federally  inspected  packing  plants; 

(12)  An  additional  $500,000  is  recommended  to  accelerate  the 
special  cost-cutting  research  program  on  cotton  pending  completion 
of  research  facilities  for  which  construction  funds  totaling  $2,760,000 
were  appropriated  last  year  plus  $2,865,000  of  research  funds; 

(13)  An  increase  of  $120,000  is  recommended  for  staffing  the  corn 
virus  research  facilities  provided  a  year  ago; 

(14)  An  increase  of  $40,000  is  recommended  for  accelerating  ento¬ 
mology  research  at  the  tobacco  station  at  Quincy,  Florida;  and 

(15)  An  increase  of  $400,000  for  the  development  of  mechanical 
grain  grading  equipment. 

The  Committee  expects  the  Department  to  continue  the  coopera¬ 
tive  research  projects  on  live  chicken  handling  and  evaluation  studies 
on  fruit  quality  and  storage  fife. 

The  attention  of  the  Committee  was  directed  to  additional  needs 
for  the  Southwestern  Research  Field  Station  at  Brawley,  California, 
as  well  as  to  several  other  needs  for  accelerated  research.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  expects  the  Department  to  give  careful  consideration  to  the 
station  at  Brawley,  California,  in  the  formulation  of  its  budget  for 
fiscal  1968. 
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REDUCTION  AND  ELIMINATION  OF  RESEARCH  ACTIVITIES 

The  budget  estimate  proposed  three  different  categories  and  lists  of 
projects  and  lines  of  research  for  reductions  and  eliminations  effective 
in  fiscal  1967.  The  total  for  these  three  listings  was  $5,401,300.  The 
House  denied  all  of  these  reductions  and  included  language  in  the  bill 
requiring  the  continuation  of  research  for  these  activities  for  next  year. 
The  Committee  concurs  in  the  House  action  to  continue  projects  con¬ 
ducted  in  1966  in  the  amount  of  $791,300,  and  in  the  action  of  the 
House  to  agree  to  discontinue  projects  conducted  in  1966  amounting 
to  $159,700. 

The  budget  estimate  for  1967  also  proposed  additional  reductions 
of  $4,610,000  at  70  different  locations.  As  indicated  above,  the 
House  denied  all  of  these  proposed  eliminations  and  reductions,  but 
after  careful  review  the  Committee  has  concurred  in  a  reduction  of 
projects  totaling  $1,435,600.  It  was  found  that  in  several  instances 
projects  had  been  completed  or  the  work  was  being  transferred  to  new 
facilities,  and  that  in  some  cases  the  research  activity  could  be  post-| 
poned.  The  Committee  thus  recommends  the  continuation  of  projects* 
totaling  $3,174,400  and  the  elimination  of  $1,435,600.  A  complete  list 
of  the  projects  showing  the  amounts  proposed  for  discontinuance  or 
elimination,  the  amounts  concurred  in,  and  the  amounts  to  be  retained 
follows: 


LISTING  OF  PROPOSED  DECREASES  FOR  RESEARCH,  1967  BUDGET  ESTIMATES 
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Proposed  recommendations  by  Senate 
committee 

Amounts  recom¬ 

mended  for  research 
to  be  continued 

$153, 800 

128,800 

1, 408, 500 

419,300 

475,800 

80,900 

2, 667, 100 

325, 700 

181,600 

3, 174,400 

Amounts  recom¬ 
mended  for 
elimination 

In  fiscal  year 

1967  budget 

$169, 500 

72,200 

284,900 

147,400 

29,800 

60,300 

764,100 

303, 700 

250,000 

117,800 

1, 435, 600 

Decreases 
recommended  by 
Department 
in  fiscal 

year  1967  budget 

$323, 300 

201,000 

1, 693, 400 

566, 700 

505, 600 

141,200 

3, 431, 200 

629.400 

250,000 

299.400 

4, 610, 000 
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PLANT  AND  ANIMAL  DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 

1966  appropriations - $75,  547,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  69,  748,  000 

House  bill - . - - -  76^  764^  000 

Committee  recommendation _  81,  498,  200 


Appropriations  provided  under  this  head  are  used  to  conduct 
regulatory  activities,  including  plant  disease  and  pest  control,  animal 
disease  and  pest  control,  and  pesticides  regulation. 

An  appropriation  of  $81,498,200  is  recommended  to  finance  the 
federal  cost  of  the  several  regulatory  programs  financed  under  this 
appropriation.  The  amount  recommended  is  $5,951,200  over  the 
1966  appropriations,  an  increase  of  $11,750,200  over  the  budget 
estimate  and  $4,734,200  over  the  House  bill. 

The  Committee  has  concurred  in  the  action  of  the  House  in  denying 
the  proposal  in  the  budget  to  eliminate  or  to  curtail  certain  coopera¬ 
tively  financed  plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control  eradication 
program.  The  budget  estimate  proposed  a  decrease  of  $7,803,100  for 
the  projects  which  are  shown  below: 


[In  thousands] 


Product  or  activity 

Proposed 
budget 
decrease 
and  restored 
amounts 

Elimination  of  control  programs: 

-•$3, 303.0 
-523.  0 
-296.6 
-190. 6 

-4,313.2 

Reduction  of  control  programs: 

-320.  0 
-371.7 
-261.8 
-350.  0 
-1, 702.1 
-484.3 

-3, 489. 9 

Total  __  _ _ _  _ _ _  _ 

-7, 803. 1 

1  Senate  committee  increased  this  by  $2,697,000,  making  a  total  of  $6  million  for  1967. 


The  Committee  action  thus  restores  all  of  these  projects  to  the  1966 
level.  Every  one  of  these  cooperative  control  projects  involves  a  plant 
pest  or  an  animal  pest  or  a  disease  which  has  entered  the  United  States 
from  abroad.  The  Committee  has  included  in  the  bill  the  budget 
estimate  for  plant  and  animal  quarantine  inspection  at  ports-of-entry. 
These  services  are  utilized  in  an  effort  to  detect  all  harmful  plant  pests 
or  animal  diseases  and  to  preclude  their  entrance  to  the  United  States. 
In  spite  of  this  surveillance,  these  and  other  pests  enter  the  United 
States  from  time  to  time,  and  the  Committee  believes  that  the  efforts 
that  are  necessary  to  attempt  to  control  or  to  eradicate  some  of  these 
pests  are  a  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Government  in  cooperation 
with  the  affected  States  and  producers. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  stated  that  the  annual  value  of  our 
crops,  livestock,  forests  and  grazing  land  is  estimated  at  approximately 
$50  billion  and  that  current  annual  losses  from  pests  and  diseases, 
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most  of  which  are  of  foreign  origin,  are  estimated  at  $9  billion.  These 
losses  are  suffered  not  only  by  the  producers,  but  also  result  in  the 
higher  production  costs  being  passed  along  to  the  consuming  public. 

The  Committee  has  included  $636,000  to  accelerate  the  eradi¬ 
cation  of  the  burrowing  nematode.  This  is  an  increase  of  $152,500 
over  the  House  bill  and  is  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate 
for  1967.  Increased  funds  are  needed  to  cope  with  the  recent  out¬ 
break  of  the  burrowing  nematode,  and  during  the  current  fiscal  year 
emergency  measures  were  conducted  to  survey  the  extent  of  infesta¬ 
tions.  The  additional  Federal  funds  are  needed  to  conduct  periodic 
inspections  of  nursery  sites  on  a  regular  schedule  basis  to  prevent 
further  spread  of  the  burrowing  nematode.  In  addition  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  expenditures,  the  States  of  Florida  and  Texas  are  providing 
$574,000  for  control  measures. 

An  appropriation  of  $9,818,000  is  recommended  for  plant  quaran¬ 
tine  inspection  at  ports  of  entry.  This  is  an  increase  of  $113,000  over 
the  House  bill,  and  an  increase  of  $398,700  over  fiscal  1966,  and  is  the 
amount  requested  in  the  budget  for  fiscal  1967. 

The  Committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House  in  approving 
$300,000,  as  requested  in  the  budget,  for  overtime  pay  of  plant 
quarantine  inspection  for  Sunday  work. 

The  Committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House  in  approving 
$1,930,200  for  strengthening  animal  inspection  and  quarantine 
activities.  This  is  an  increase  of  $114,400  over  the  appropriation 
for  fiscal  1966. 

An  increase  in  appropriation  of  $1,217,100  is  recommended  for 
activities  involving  diagnosis,  control,  and  eradication  of  certain 
miscellaneous  diseases.  This  is  an  increase  of  $206,700  over  the 
House  bill  and  is  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  of  1967. 
The  increase  is  for  conducting  a  large-scale  feed  sampling  survey 
urgently  needed  to  determine  the  extent  of  salmonella  contamination. 

There  is  also  included  under  this  activity  heading  $202,300  of 
additional  funds  for  diagnosis,  control  and  eradication  of  equine 
piroplasmosis  and  infectious  anemia  (swamp  fever)  of  horses.  The 
House  bill  provided  $100,000  for  both  diseases  and  the  Committee  is 
advised  that  in  order  to  undertake  field  activities  on  both  diseases  at 
a  minimum  level  essential  to  effective  control,  $100,000  is  required  for 
each  disease. 

In  order  to  strengthen  the  administration  of  registration  and  en¬ 
forcement  activities  under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide,  arid 
Rodenticide  Act,  the  Committee  is  recommending  an  appropriation 
of  $3,255,200,  an  increase  of  $215,000  over  the  House  Bill  and  an 
increase  of  $634,100  over  1966.  The  amount  recommended  is  the  full 
budget  estimate  for  1967,  and  the  Committee  believes  that  it  is 
important  that  adequate  funds  be  provided  since  expenditures  under 
this  Act  involve  the  only  Federal  statute  having  jurisdication  over 
the  marketing  of  pesticides  and  such  products  should  be  properly 
labeled  and  registered  prior  to  interstate  shipment,  in  order  to  afford 
full  protection  to  all  segments  of  the  American  public.  The  additional 
funds  will  be  used  to  expand  the  activities  essential  to  conducting  the 
review  of  labeling  of  pesticide  products  which  are  submitted  for 
registration  and  re-registration  and  to  maintain  closer  surveillance  over 
the  approximately  60,000  proprietary  products  presently  on  the 
market. 
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The  Committee  has  included  $100,000  in  the  bill  together  with 
language  for  the  funds  to  remain  available  until  expended  for  the 
purpose  of  developing  plans  for  the  relocation  of  the  animal  quarantine 
station  at  Clifton,  New  Jersey.  In  approving  these  funds  it  is  noted 
that  the  Act,  authorizing  the  relocation  of  the  Clifton,  New  Jersey, 
Animal  Quarantine  Station,  provides  that  proceeds  from  the  sale  of 
the  existing  station  be  used  to  construct  a  new  facility  when  a  site 
is  chosen.  The  Committee  expects  that  the  proceeds  from  the  sale 
of  the  current  facility  will  be  sufficient  to  defray  most  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  the  new  quarantine  station  for  which  these  planning 
funds  are  provided. 

The  Committee  has  recommended  the  inclusion  of  $500,000  over 
the  budget  and  the  House  bill  for  combating  the  outbreak  of  the 
pink  bollworm  and  boll  weevil  in  California.  These  funds  are  in 
addition  to  funds  available  from  the  Contingency  Fund.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  is  advised  that  there  has  been  a  buildup  and  spread  of  the 
pink  bollworm  during  the  last  few  years  from  the  State  of  Arizona 
into  adjacent  areas  of  California  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  The 
spread  of  the  boll  weevil  has  complicated  the  problem  of  dealing  with 
tins  very  serious  cotton  pest.  The  additional  $500,000  recommended 
by  the  Committee  is  for  the  purpose  of  making  certain  that  there  is 
adequate  funding  for  this  season.  The  entire  control  program  is 
estimated  to  cost  $1,500,000.  For  necessary  control  measures  within 
the  United  States,  it  is  expected  that  State  and  local  sources  will 
provide  half  of  the  cost  of  eradication  measures  and  that  Federal 
funds  will  be  expended  only  where  the  State  regulatory  laws  are 
adequate  to  enforce  compliance  with  cultural  and  other  practices 
required  of  growers  in  order  to  cope  successfully  with  and  control  of 
the  pink  bollworm  and  the  cotton  boll  weevil. 

The  Committee  has  received  consideraole  testimony  pointing  out 
the  inadequacy  of  administration  of  the  Virus-Serum-Toxin  Act  in 
regard  to  vaccines  and  biologies  used  in  poultry  production.  For 
example,  the  present  vaccine  used  to  attempt  to  control  Mycoplasma 
gallisepticum  (PPLO),  a  highly  infectious  disease  of  poultry,  was 
found  to  be  unsatisfactory.  The  contaminated  vaccines  were  thus 
introduced  in  many  instances  into  previously  clean  flocks,  according 
to  poultrymen  in  several  States,  and  losses  were  reported  to  be  into 
millions  of  dollars.  The  committee  recommends  that  $150,000  be 
provided  to  accelerate  the  eradication  of  this  disease. 

The  Department  has  advised  the  Committee  that  present  funds  are 
inadequate  to  keep  current  with  the  testing  and  inspection  of  licensed 
biologies  and  that  a  minimum  increase  of  $500,000  is  needed  in  1967 
for  additional  manpower  supplies  and  materials  to  step  up  the  testing 
and  licensing  program. 

An  increase  of  $500,000  is  recommended  for  administration  of  the 
Virus-Serum-Toxin  Act  for  this  purpose,  and  it  is  expected  that  the 
Department  will  give  careful  consideration  to  the  administrative  re¬ 
quirements  in  the  formulation  of  its  budget  for  1968,  together  with 
any  changes,  if  needed,  in  basic  legislative  authority,  which  are 
deemed  essential  to  the  licensing,  testing,  and  inspection  of  biologies 
used  in  poultry  and  livestock  production. 

The  imported  fire  ant  was  first  introduced  in  this  country  in  the 
vicinity  of  Mobile  Bay,  Alabama,  more  than  thirty  years  ago.  During 
the  early  years  it  built  up  populations  and  spread  very  slowly,  but 
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beginning  about  1950,  the  spread  of  the  fire  ant  greatly  accelerated 
and  this  rate  has  continued  to  the  present  time.  The  present  control 
program  was  initiated  in  1958  and  has  not  been  successful  primarily 
due  to  the  fact  that,  aside  from  difficulties  with  chemical  compounds 
which  were  required  to  be  discontinued,  inadequate  resources  have 
been  available  to  undertake  a  concerted  program  of  eradication. 
The  principal  compound  now  used,  called  Mirex,  does  not  have  the 
persistence  or  staying  power  to  remain  effective  to  kill  emergent 
generations  of  the  fire  ant;  therefore,  in  most  instances  a  second  or 
follow-up  treatment  is  required. 

According  to  testimony  presented  to  the  Committee  which  appears 
beginning  on  page  1433,  and  according  to  maps  shown  on  page  1869 
and  following  pages  of  the  hearings,  it  is  the  belief  of  entomologists 
that  the  probable  northern  limits  of  winter  survival  of  the  fire  ant  if 
left  unchecked  would  be  in  an  area  reaching  from  southern  Oregon  on 
the  West  Coast  to  above  Rhode  Island  on  the  East.  This  same  map 
shows  the  present  area  of  infestation  and  the  probable  area  of  in¬ 
festation  by  1970.  Under  the  President’s  budget  proposal,  it  would 
have  been  necessary  to  discontinue  the  program  and  also  to  discon¬ 
tinue  the  Federal  quarantine  of  shipments  of  nursery  stock.  Thus, 
if  the  fire  ant  control  program  and  the  Federal  quarantine  are  dis¬ 
continued,  the  fire  ant  would  probably  reach  the  northern  limits  of 
winter  survival  within  the  next  decade  or  so. 

The  Committee  believes  that  it  is  as  essential  to  eradicate  the 
imported  fire  ant  as  any  other  pest  where  the  techniques  have  been 
developed  for  eradication.  Representatives  of  the  Southern  Plant 
Board  presented  a  program  of  eradication  to  the  Committee.  The 
proposed  program  calls  for  a  total  appropriation  of  $9,500,000,  the 
first  year  of  which  $6  million  would  be  Federal.  In  the  second  year 
the  total  estimated  amount  would  be  $12%  million  of  which  $8  million 
would  be  Federal.  In  the  third  year,  the  total  amount  would  be  $11 
million  of  which  the  Federal  would  be  $6%  million.  After  careful 
consideration  of  this  testimony,  as  well  as  the  comments  of  the  De¬ 
partment  which  verify  the  feasibility  of  a  concerted  program  the 
Committee  recommends  the  initiation  of  an  over-all  eradication  pro¬ 
gram  on  the  imported  fire  ant.  It  appears  that  the  potential  success 
of  the  three-year  program  would  be  more  economic  both  to  Federal, 
State  and  local  appropriations  in  the  long-run,  over  the  continuation 
of  a  sporadic  control  program  to  stamp  out  the  fire  ant  whenever 
infestations  become  especially  heavy  in  certain  areas. 

In  fiscal  1966,  the  estimated  expenditures  under  the  current  pro¬ 
gram  amount  to  $5,614,280  of  which  $3,303,000  was  the  Federal 
portion.  In  fiscal  1966  the  Federal  share  for  control  measures  is 
estimated  to  be  $2,165,000  and  the  cooperator  share,  $2,311,000. 
Continuation  of  the  present  program  would  result  in  an  expenditure 
in  ten  years  of  between  $55-$60  million  and  may  result  in  the  further 
expansion  of  infested  areas.  The  Committee  believes  that  the  same 
expenditure  of  Federal,  State  and  local  funds  in  a  shorter  period,  with 
a  concerted  program,  should  result  in  a  complete  eradication  of  the 
fire  ant. 
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The  Committee  asked  the  Department  to  comment  on  this  plan  of 
eradication  and  the  response  of  the  Department  is  printed  below. 

The  Southern  Plant  Board  developed  a  three-year  plan  for 
dealing  with  the  imported  fire  ant  problem  in  the  nine 
Southern  States  where  the  pest  occurs.  It  is  proposed  that 
during  this  period  the  infestation  be  eradicated  in  the  States 
of  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  Florida,  Arkansas,  most 
of  Texas  and  Georgia,  and  pushed  back  to  the  periphery  of  the 
area  that  was  infested  in  Alabama,  Mississippi,  and  Louisiana 
in  1957.  The  proposal  offers  a  feasible  approach  to  eradica¬ 
tion  and  containment  of  this  pest  providing  it  can  proceed  as 
the  plan  has  been  conceived.  Feasibility  is  predicated  on 
availability  of  adequate  State  and  Federal  financing  at  the 
time  that  it  is  needed  and  at  the  place  where  it  is  needed. 

The  Southern  Plant  Board  estimated  the  financial  needs  for 
the  control  plan  alone  as  $9.5  million  the  first  year,  $12.5 
million  the  second  year,  and  $11  million  the  third  year.  The 
States  are  expected  to  participate  in  the  financing. 

Feasibility  is  predicated,  too,  on  a  new  system  of  electronic 
aircraft  guidance  and  tests  now  underway  have  demonstrated 
this  as  a  precise  method  of  application.  The  Board  antici¬ 
pated  that  eradication  could  be  accomplished  with  two  prop¬ 
erly  timed  applications  of  mirex  bait — a  total  of  2 %  pounds 
to  the  acre.  I  or  some  areas  this  will  be  sufficient;  however, 
in  others  three  and  probably  four  applications  may  be  re¬ 
quired.  There  must  be  allowance  for  this  in  the  budget 
consideration. 

The  Plant  Pest  Control  Division,  during  the  past  two 
years,  has  established  several  very  sizable  test  plots  using  the 
mirex  bait  at  different  dosage  rates  and  application  at  varied 
time  intervals.  We  expect  to  obtain  from  these  test  plots 
more  exacting  information  to  provide  positive  guidance  for 
the  conduct  of  an  eradication  program. 

Based  upon  the  eradication  program  proposals  of  the  Southern 
Plant  Board  and  the  feasibility  of  that  program  as  stated  by  the 
Department,  the  Committee  is  recommending  an  appropriation  of  $6 
million  for  fiscal  1967  to  finance  the  first  year  cost  of  an  eradication 
program.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  Committee  in  making  the  first 
appropriation  that  the  intensive  program  envisioned  thereunder  will 
be  continued  as  necessary  beyond  the  three-year  period  until  com¬ 
plete  eradication  is  achieved. 

An  appropriation  of  $6  million  is  recommended  for  this  purpose,  an 
increase  of  $6  million  over  the  budget  estimate,  and  an  increase  of 
$2,697,000  over  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill  for  the  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  existing  cooperative  control  program. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropration  of  $3,848,000  for  the 
screw- worm  eradication  program.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget 
estimate  and  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill.  The  Committee 
expects  that  this  amount  will  provide  for  all  costs  in  the  complete 
area  of  screw-worm  eradication  activity  and  finance  all  Federal  costs 
for  the  full  fiscal  year  of  1967. 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN'  CURRENCY  PROGRAM) 


1966  appropriations _ $3,  000,  000 

1967  budget  estimate - -  (l) 

House  bill _  3,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  6,  000,  000 


1  Authorization  procedure  to  use  excess  currencies  in  the  amount  of  $23,788,000. 


The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $6,000,000  for  the 
conduct  of  overseas  research  financed  under  the  special  foreign  cur¬ 
rency  appropriation.  The  recommended  appropriation  is  $3,000,000 
over  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill  and  an  increase  of  $3,000,000 
over  the  amount  appropriated  for  1966. 

The  1967  budget  estimate  proposed  a  new  authorization  procedure 
for  the  use  of  foreign  currencies,  which  are  generated  primarily  from 
concessional  sales  of  commodities  authorized  under  Public  Law  480. 
The  budget  proposal  would  have  authorized  the  use  of  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  in  the  amount  of  $23,788,000.  The  committee  concurs  in  the 
action  of  the  House  in  denying  the  use  of  authorization  authority  to 
make  expenditures  directly  from  the  foreign  currencies  held  by  the 
Treasury.  The  policy  of  financing  overseas  research  by  appro¬ 
priation  is  well  established.  The  committee  believes  that  the  au¬ 
thorized  uses  for  excess  currencies  should  be  requested  by  the  regular 
appropriation  process,  and  the  increased  funds  provided  herein  will 
enable  high  priority  agricultural  research  to  be  undertaken  or  to  be 
continued. 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 


1966  appropriations _ $54,  827,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  47,  740,  000 

House  bill _  55,  227,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  60,  740,  000 


The  Cooperative  State  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secre¬ 
tary’s  Memorandum  No.  1462  dated  July  19,  1961  and  Supplement  1, 
dated  August  30,  1961  under  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953. 
The  primary  fimction  of  the  Service  is  to  administer  acts  of  Congress 
that  authorize  Federal  appropriations  for  agricultural  research  carried 
on  by  the  State  agricultural  experiment  stations  of  the  50  States  and 
Puerto  Rico.  The  Acts  under  which  payments  to  States  may  be 
made  include: 

(1)  Agricultural  Experiment  Stations  Act  of  August  11,  1955 
(Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended); 

(2)  The  Cooperative  Forestry  Research  Act  of  October  10, 
1962; 

(3)  The  Act  of  September  6,  1958,  authorizing  grants  for 
support  of  scientific  research;  and 

(4)  Research  Facilities  Act  of  July  22,  1963,  (7  U.S.C.  390- 

39°k).  _ 

The  administration  of  payments  and  grants  involves  the  review 
and  approval  in  advance  of  each  individual  research  proposal  sub¬ 
mitted  by  a  State  agricultural  experiment  station  or  other  State 
institution  to  be  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  from  Federal-grant 
funds,  the  disbursement  of  the  funds,  and  the  continous  review  and 
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evaluation  of  research  programs  and  expenditures  thereunder.  The 
Service  also  encourages  and  assists  in  the  establishment  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  cooperation  within  and  between  the  States,  and  participates 
in  the  planning  and  coordination  of  research  programs  between  the 
States  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $60,740,000  to 
finance  the  various  programs  administered  by  the  Cooperative  State 
Research  Service,  including  the  cost  of  administration.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $5,913,000  over  the  1966  appropriation,  $13,000,000  over 
the  budget  estimate  and  $5,513,000  over  the  House  bill. 

The  budget  estimate  for  1967  proposed  a  reduction  of  $8,500,000 
for  payments  to  the  State  Experiment  Stations  under  the  Hatch  Act, 
as  amended.  The  Committee  was  unable  to  find  a  single  iota  of 
justification  for  this  proposal  in  the  budget,  particularly  in  view  of 
the  urgent  need  for  acceleration  of  the  research  program  rather  than 
for  any  diminution  of  it.  Accordingly,  the  Committee  recommends 
the  restoration  of  $8,500,000,  as  recommended  by  the  House  bill  and 
Jias  included  an  additional  amount  of  $5,000,000.  The  total  amount 
recommended  for  payments  under  the  Hatch  Act  formula  is 
$53,113,000,  an  increase  of  $13,500,000  over  the  budget  estimate  and 
$5,000,000  over  the  House  bill.  It  is  expected  that  about  $3  million 
of  the  increased  appropriation  will  be  utilized  by  the  States  for  making 
pay  adjustments,  and  the  3%  provision  for  administrative  provisions 
will  thus  be  inapplicable  to  that  amount  of  increase.  The  other  $2 
million  will  go  to  strengthen  the  regular  program  in  the  several  States. 

The  budget  also  proposed  an  appropriation  of  $4,910,000  for  con¬ 
tracts  and  grants  for  scientific  research,  an  increase  of  $2,910,000 
over  the  appropriation  for  1966.  The  Committee  has  concurred  in 
the  action  of  the  House  in  denying  this  increase  for  research  contracts 
and  grants. 

The  Committee  is  concerned  about  the  apparent  tendency  of  the 
Department  to  move  in  the  direction  of  increasing  research  activity 
by  means  of  contracts  and  grants  administered  by  this  agency  rather 
than  to  work  cooperatively  with  the  Agricultural  Experiment  Sta¬ 
tions  and  to  develop  with  the  directors  of  those  Stations  an  overall 
research  program  and  related  procedures  for  accelerating  research 
.within  the  framework  of  the  Hatch  Act  provisions.  The  basic  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  agency  is  to  administer  the  three  principal  grant 
programs  rather  than  to  establish  a  separate  program  of  research  by 
contracts  and  grants. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,000,000  for 
forestry  grants  for  cooperative  forestry  research  under  the  Act  ap¬ 
proved  October  10,  1962.  This  is  an  increase  of  $500,000  over  the 
House  bill  and  the  budget  estimate  of  $2,500,000,  and  is  an  increase 
of  $500,000  over  the  appropriation  for  fiscal  1966. 

The  Committee  has  recommended  an  appropriation  of  $2,000,000 
for  grants  for  facilities  under  the  Act  approved  July  22,  1963.  This 
is  an  increase  of  $2,000,000  over  the  budget  estimate  and  is  the  same 
as  the  amount  in  the  House  bill  and  the  amount  appropriated  for  1966. 
The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $317,000  for  the 
expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $13,000  over  the  House  bill  for  Pay  Act  costs  and  is 
$90,000  under  the  budget  estimate. 
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Extension  Service 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  PUERTO  RICO 


1966  appropriations _ $75,  600,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  75,917,500 

House  bill _  75,  917,  500 

Committee  recommendation -  -  78,  917,  500 


The  cooperative  agricultural  extension  program  was  established 
by  the  Smith-Lever  Act  of  May  8,  1914,  as  amended.  Extension 
educational  work  is  also  authorized  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946. 

The  basic  job  of  the  Cooperative  Extension  Service  is  to  help 
people  identify  and  solve  their  farm,  home,  and  community  problems 
through  use  of  research  findings  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  State  Land-Grant  Colleges,  and  programs  administered  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

State  and  county  extension  work  is  financed  from  State,  county  and*. 
Federal  sources.  The  funds  provided  are  used  within  the  Stated 
for  the  employment  of  county  agents,  home  demonstration  agents, 
4-H  Club  agents,  State  specialists  and  others  who  conduct  the  joint 
educational  programs  adapted  to  local  problems  and  conditions. 
The  county  extension  service  serves  as  the  focal  point  within  the 
counties  in  leadership  and  coordination  of  the  educational  aspects  of 
all  Federal  programs. 

An  appropriation  of  $78,917,500  is  recommended  by  the  Committee 
for  payments  and  expenses  for  cooperative  extension  work.  The 
amount  recommended  is  an  increase  of  $3,000,000  over  the  House  bill, 
an  increase  of  $3,000,000  over  the  budget  estimate,  and  is  $3,317,500 
over  the  appropriation  for  1966.  The  Committee  concurs  in  the 
action  of  the  House  in  denying  the  budgetary  request  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  funds  distributed  to  the  States  under  Section  3(c)  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act  formula  by  $9,600,000,  and  to  redirect  it  to  non¬ 
formula  distribution. 

The  action  proposed  in  the  budget  represented  a  significant  de¬ 
parture  from  the  traditional  operation  of  the  cooperative  extension 
program.  The  Committee  has  previously  approved  a  limited  alloca¬ 
tion  of  funds  outside  the  formula  under  Section  3(d)  in  the  amount^ 
of  $2,100,000  for  pesticides  work  and  $700,000  for  area  agents,  andv 
recommends  the  continuation  of  these  non-formula  funds. 

The  Committee  was  advised  by  the  representatives  of  the  American 
Association  of  Land  Grant  Colleges  and  Institutions  that  much  of  the 
objective  proposed  in  the  budget  of  accelerated  extension  assistance 
to  low  income  families  and  for  resource  conservation  and  development 
is  already  under  way  and  should  be  accelerated,  but  as  a  part  of  the 
regular  cooperative  extension  program.  The  Committee  is  in  general 
accord  with  this  view. 

The  Committee  expects  the  Department  and  other  budgetary 
officials  to  take  note  of  the  fact  that  the  Congress  does  not  approve  a 
disruptive  change  of  a  policy  nature  requested  in  an  annual  budget 
estimate.  Officials  of  the  agency  and  representatives  of  the  land-grant 
institutions  have  generally  followed  suggestions  of  the  Congress  to 
direct  formula  funds  to  a  specific  objective  and  the  $3  million  in- 
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crease  is  for  the  general  objective  of  adjusting  pay  costs  to  bring  them 
to  a  basis  comparable  with  pay  adjustments  approved  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  Federal  employees. 

The  Committee  bebeves  that  if  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  contemplates  a  basic  change  in  the  extension  program,  such 
proposals  should  be  submitted  to  Congress  and  be  considered  and 
acted  upon  by  the  Congress  in  an  amendment  to  the  Smith-Lever 
Act. 

For  retirement  and  employees’  compensation  costs  for  county 
extension  agents,  the  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of 
$8,139,500,  an  increase  of  $282,500  over  1966.  This  is  the  amount 
requested  in  the  budget  estimate  and  carried  in  the  House  bill. 

An  appropriation  of  $3,113,000  is  recommended  for  penalty  mail 
costs,  as  authorized  by  law.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  appropriated 
in  1966  and  the  amount  in  the  budget  estimate  and  the  House  bill 
for  1967. 

The  Federal  Extension  Service  provides  leadership  and  coordination 
service  and  administers  the  Federal  laws  authorizing  extension  work. 

An  appropriation  of  $2,654,000  is  recommended  for  the  Federal 
Extension  Service.  This  is  the  amount  provided  by  the  House  bill 
and  is  $89,000  over  the  1966  level  excluding  the  transfer  made  in  1966 
for  pay  costs.  The  increase  is  for  Pay  Act  costs  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  89-301.  The  funds  provided  for  pay  act  adjustments  will  not 
be  subject  to  the  4%  administrative  provision. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 


1966  appropriations _  $1,  167,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  1,  175,  000 

House  bid _  1,  175,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  175,  000 


The  Farmer  Cooperative  Service  was  established  after  approval  of 
the  Farm  Credit  Act  of  1953. 

This  agency  is  assigned  the  functions  of  programs  authorized  by  the 
Cooperative  Marketing  Act  of  July  2,  1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457)  per¬ 
taining  to  cooperative  marketing.  It  is  also  assigned  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  research  relating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of 
farmer  cooperatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946. 

The  agency  conducts  research,  advisory,  and  educational  work  with 
agricultural  cooperatives  to  help  farmers  improve  the  operations  of 
their  businesses.  Problems  studied  include  organization,  financing, 
management,  merchandising,  costs,  efficiency,  and  membership.  In 
performing  this  work  the  agency  cooperates  with  the  Extension 
Service;  Land-Grant  Universities;  Banks  for  Cooperatives;  State 
Departments  of  Agriculture;  and  other  federal,  state  and  private 
agencies  to  improve  understanding  and  application  of  sound  coopera¬ 
tive  principles  and  practices. 

The  appropriation  recommended  for  1967  is  $1,175,000,  an  increase 
of  $8,000  over  1966  for  additional  pay  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
89-301.  The  amount  recommended  is  the  same  as  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate  and  the  same  amount  as  carried  in  the  House  bill. 
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Soil  Conservation  Service 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  was  established  by  the  Act  of  April 
27,  1935.  This  agency  administers  programs  of  technical  assistance 
to  Soil  Conservation  Districts  and  other  cooperators,  to  watershed 
groups  and  to  Federal  and  State  agencies  having  responsibility  in 
providing  physical  adjustments  in  water  and  land  use  for  the  purpose 
of  conserving  soil  and  water  resources.  It  also  provides  technical 
services  for  general  agricultural  improvements  and  for  reducing  damage 
resulting  from  flood  and  sedimentation. 

conservation  operations 


1966  appropriations _ $108,  802,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  109,  020,  000 

House  bill _  109,  235,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  109,  235,  000 


Under  the  appropriation  “Conservation  Operations”  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  provides  technical  assistance  to  farmers  and  ranchers.  * 
It  also  furnishes  technical  assistance  to  cooperators  in  Soil  and  Watery 
Conservation  Districts  and  to  other  land  owners  in  developing  plans 
and  applying  conservation  treatments.  It  makes  soil  surveys  to 
determine  land  capabilities  and  conservation  treatment  needs  and 
publishes-  soil  survey  reports  and  maps.  In  the  Western  States  it 
conducts  snow  surveys  to  develop  stream-flow  forecasts  as  an  aid  to 
efficient  seasonal  use  of  water  for  irrigation  and  other  purposes.  The 
operation  of  plant  material  centers  to  test  promising  new  species  of 
plant  materials  is  also  financed  under  this  appropriation  heading. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $109,235,000  to 
carry  out  the  foregoing  activities  financed  under  this  heading.  This 
is  an  increase  of  $433,000  over  1966  and  is  the  same  amount  as  the 
House  bill  and  $215,000  over  the  budget  estimate. 

The  increases  over  1966  include  $807,000  for  mandatory  Pay  Act 
costs  and  $515,000  to  provide  staff  assistance  to  18  Soil  Conservation 
Districts  which  are  expected  to  be  organized  during  fiscal  1967. 

In  approving  this  increase  for  new  districts,  the  Committee  calls 
attention  of  the  agency  to  the  fact  that  it  believes  that  more  considera-. 
tion  should  be  given  to  the  consolidation  of  existing  Soil  Conservation 
Districts  to  meet  the  future  requirements  for  this  phase  of  the  progra,m.  £ 
There  are  already  2967  work  unit  offices  for  the  Soil  Conservation  V 
Service  and  there  are  only  3107  counties  in  the  United  States.  A 
large  number  of  these  counties  are  nonagricultural  in  nature.  Thus, 
it  is  evident  that  there  is  already  a  work  unit  office  for  each  agricultural 
county  in  the  United  States. 

The  Committee  recommendations  also  include  an  increase  of 
$750,000  for  technical  assistance  in  the  Appalachian  region.  This 
is  the  amount  approved  by  the  House  and  is  $667,000  under  the 
budget  estimate.  The  Appalachian  region  also  receives  assistance 
under  the  regular  conservation  program.  An  increase  of  $51,000 
over  1966  is  approved,  as  requested  in  the  budget,  and  carried  in  the 
House  bill,  for  the  operation  of  the  new  plant  materials  center  in  the 
Appalachian  region. 

The  budget  estimate  proposed  a  reduction  of  $3,600,000  for  soil 
surveys  and  the  House  restored  $2,000,000  of  this  reduction.  The 
Committee  concurs  in  the  House  action  and  the  amount  provided  for 
the  continuation  of  soil  survey  is  $17,930,000,  which  represents  an 
increase  of  $2,000,000  over  the  budget  estimate,  and  is  $1,600,000 
under  the  amount  provided  for  fiscal  1966. 
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WATERSHED  PLANNING 


1966  appropriations _ _ _ $5,  853,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  6,  397,  000 

House  bill _ _  6,  142,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  6,  142,  000 


Funds  appropriated  under  this  heading  are  used  to  conduct  investi¬ 
gations  and  surveys  of  proposed  watershed  projects  in  response  to 
requests  made  by  sponsoring  local  organizations  and  to  assist  in  the 
development  of  watershed  work  plans. 

Under  the  heading  “Watershed  Planning”  an  appropriation  of 
$6,142,000  is  recommended.  This  is  the  amount  in  the  House  bill 
and  is  $255,000  under  the  budget  estimate,  and  is  an  increase  of 
$289,000  over  the  appropriations  for  1966.  It  is  anticipated  that  at 
least  $255,000  of  unused  funds  available  in  1966  will  be  carried  for¬ 
ward  for  use  in  1967.  The  increases  over  1966  are  comprised  of 
$29,000  for  pay  act  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301,  and  $260,000 
for  accelerating  the  development  of  watershed  work  plans  in  the 
Appalachian  Region.  This  increase  for  the  Appalachian  Region  is 
$255,000  under  the  budget  estimate,  but  is  in  addition  the  regular 
planning  assistance  also  available  to  the  region. 

In  addition  to  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  bill,  it  is  estimated 
that  $255,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  for  1966  will  be  carried 
forward  for  use  in  1967.  Thus,  there  is  approximately  $6,397,000 
available  for  watershed  planning  as  contemplated  in  the  budget 
estimate.  In  addition  to  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  bill  for 
watershed  planning,  the  several  States  and  local  governments  provide 
an  additional  $3  million  for  watershed  planning  activities. 

As  previously  noted  in  Committee  reports  the  planning  of  new 
watershed  projects  has  far  exceeded  the  advance  engineering  design 
and  installation  of  works  of  improvement  under  the  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  program.  The  Committee  has,  therefore,  limited  the  number 
of  new  planning  starts  to  60  instead  of  40  as  proposed  in  the  budget 
and  100  approved  by  the  House.  This  will  provide  for  50  projects 
outside  of  the  10  scheduled  for  the  special  Appalachian  regional 
program. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 


1966  appropriations _  $66,  331,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  66,  559,  000 

House  bill _  67,  020,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  70,  000,  000 


Under  this  appropriation  is  financed  the  administration  of  the  water¬ 
shed  protection  program  including  the  installation  of  planned  works  of 
improvement  in  approved  watershed  projects  to  reduce  erosion,  flood- 
water,  and  sediment  damage,  and  to  further  the  development  of  con¬ 
servation  measures  to  utilize  and  dispose  of  water,  including  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities.  Funds  under  this  appropriation  are  also  used  to 
finance  cooperative  river  basin  investigations  and  surveys  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  coordinated  water  resource  programs  and  to  make  loans 
to  local  organizations  to  help  finance  the  local  cost  share  of  carrying 
out  planned  watershed  works  of  development. 

For  this  appropriation  item  the  Committee  recommends  $70,- 
000,000.  This  is  an  increase  of  $3,669,000  over  the  appropriation  for 
1966,  an  increase  of  $3,441,000  over  the  budget  estimate  for  1967,  and 
an  increase  of  $2,980,000  over  the  amount  recommended  in  the  House 
bill.  The  changes  from  1966  include  $225,000  for  mandatory  Pay 
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Act  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89—301,  and  an  increase  of  $1,980,000 
over  1966  to  accelerate  river  basin  surveys  and  investigations.  This 
provides  the  full  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  for  basin  surveys  and 
is  an  increase  of  $980,000  over  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill. 

The  budget  estimate  provided  for  35  new  construction  starts  of 
which  7  were  allocated  to  the  Appalachian  region.  In  processing  the 
bill  in  the  House,  the  new  construction  starts  were  restored  to  a  level 
of  80  for  fiscal  1967,  and  the  House  denied  a  reduction  in  the  budget 
of  $1,444,300  for  installation  of  works  of  improvements.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  concurs  in  the  House  action  and  has  included  an  additional 
$2  million  over  the  House  to  accelerate  installing  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  on  Public  Law  566  watersheds. 


FLOOD  PREVENTION 

1966  appropriations - 

1967  budget  estimate - 

House  bill - - - 

Committee  recommendation - 


$25,  571,  000 
25,  654,  000 
25,  654,  000 
25,  654,  000 


Under  the  heading  of  “Flood  Prevention”  is  financed  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  flood  prevention  and  development  program  conducted 
in  the  11  major  watersheds  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1944.  An  appropriation  of  $25,654,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal 
1967.  This  is  an  increase  of  $83,000  over  1966  to  provide  the  Pay 
Act  costs,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  is  the  same  as  the  budget  estimate  and  the  amount  provided 
in  the  House  bill. 


GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 


1966  appropriations _ $16,  082,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  16,  112,  000 

House  bill - 16,  112,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  18,  500,  000 


Under  this  heading  is  financed  the  cost-sharing  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  by  Public  Law  1021,  84th  Congress,  under  which 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  designated  counties  of  the  Great  Plains  States 
enter  into  long-term  contracts  to  make  needed  land  use  adjustments 
and  to  install  essential  soil  and  water  conservation  measures  specified 
in  the  basic  conservation  plans  developed  by  technicians  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service. 

Progress  under  the  Great  Plains  Conservation  Program  has  been 
limited  by  the  inability  to  service  applications  for  long-term  conserva¬ 
tion  contracts. 

According  to  the  latest  information,  it  is  estimated  that  there  will 
be  a  backlog  of  5,000  unserviced  applications  on  hand  June  30,  1967. 

In  order  to  reduce  this  backlog  the  Committee  recommends  an 
appropriation  of  $18,500,000  for  1967.  This  is  an  increase  of  $2,418,000 
over  1966,  and  is  $2,388,000  over  the  estimate  and  the  House  bill. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 


1966  appropriations _ $4,  347,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  4,  574,  000 

House  bill _ _ _  4,  347,  000 

Committee  recommendation - — - -  4,  574,  000 


Under  this  appropriation  is  financed  the  resource  conservation  and 
development  technical  program  authorized  under  Section  102,  Title 
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I,  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  Funds  appropriated  are 
used  to  develop  investigations  and  surveys  in  designated  areas  in 
cooperation  with  local  sponsors  to  develop  an  over-all  program  and 
plans  of  land  conservation  and  utilization.  Funds  are  also  used  for 
loans  for  resource  development  and  improvements  on  private  lands 
in  approved  projects. 

An  appropriation  of  $4,574,000  is  recommended  for  1967.  This  is 
the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  and  an  increase  of 
$227,000  over  the  House  bill  and  the  appropriation  for  1966.  The 
additional  funds  will  permit  the  orderly  progress  of  operations  and 
planning  of  all  twenty  pilot  projects  which  are  expected  to  be  desig¬ 
nated  for  planning  and  operations  by  the  end  of  fiscal  1966,  and  for 
planning  of  an  estimated  five  additional  projects  during  fiscal  1967. 

Economic  Research  Service 


1966  appropriations _  $11,  782,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _ _  12,  547,  000 

House  bill _  12,  032,  000 

Committee  recommendation _ _ _  12,  182,  000 


The  Economic  Research  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No.  1446,  Supplement  No.  1,  of  April  3,  1961,  under 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953  and  other  authorities.  The  Serv¬ 
ice  develops  and  carries  out  a  program  of  economic  research  designed 
to  benefit  farmers  and  the  general  public.  The  findings  of  this 
research  are  made  available  to  farmers  and  others  through  research 
reports  and  through  economic  outlook  and  situation  reports  on  major 
commodities,  the  national  economy,  and  the  international  economy. 

The  committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $12,182,000. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $400,000  over  the  1966  appropriation,  and  is 
$150,000  over  the  amount  in  the  House  bill  and  is  $365,000  under  the 
budget  estimate. 

The  Committee  recommendations  include  an  increase  for  mandatory 
Pay  Act  costs  of  $96,000,  and  the  additional  $154,000,  as  requested  in 
the  budget  estimate  for  acceleration  of  economic  studies  of  water 
management  and  water  use  problems  affecting  agriculture. 

An  appropriation  of  $250,000  is  recommended  for  economic  re¬ 
search  in  the  Appalachian  region.  This  is  an  increase  of  $50,000 

Ipver  the  House  bill  and  equivalent  to  the  funds  available  last  year 
from  the  appropriation  provided  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1965. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  increase  of  $100,000  to  accelerate 
general  investigations  of  rural  conditious  and  development  opportuni¬ 
ties.  This  is  $100,000  over  the  House  bill  and  $176,000  under  the 
budget  estimate. 

STATISTICAL  REPORTING  SERVICE 


1966  appropriations _ $14,  067,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  13,  434,  000 

House  bill _  13,  272,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  13,  575,  000 


The  Statistical  Reporting  Service  was  established  by  Secretary’s 
Memorandum  No.  1446,  Supplement  1,  of  April  3,  1961,  under  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953  and  other  authorities.  The  Service 
was  created  to  give  coordinated  leadership  to  the  statistical  reporting 


32 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  19  67 


research  and  service  programs  of  the  Department.  It  provides  a 
channel  for  the  orderly  flow  of  statistical  intelligence  about  the  agri¬ 
cultural  economy  of  this  country.  The  primary  responsibilities  of  this 
Service  are  the  nationwide  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  coordination 
and  improvement  in  the  Department’s  statistical  requirements,  and 
special  surveys  of  market  potentials  for  agricultural  products. 

An  appropriation  of  $13,575,000  is  recommended  for  1967.  This 
is  $492,000  under  the  appropriation  for  1966  and  is  $303,000  over 
the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill,  and  is  $141,000  over  the  budget 
estimate.  The  decrease  under  1966  arises  from  a  nonrecurring 
expenditure  for  purchase  of  a  large-scale  computer  machine  and  reduc¬ 
tion  in  computer  conversion  costs  totaling  $1,197,000  and  management 
improvement  savings  of  $150,000.  _  . 

The  Committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House  in  providing 
an  increase  of  $116,000  over  1966  for  the  expansion  of  long-range 
programs  for  improving  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  making  a 
total  of  $4,137,000  for  this  program  which  was  initiated  four  years 
ago,  and  an  increase  of  $86,000  for  mandatory  Pay  Act  costs  pur-# 
suant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 

The  increase  over  1966  for  program  activities  includes  an  increase 
of  $514,000  to  improve  the  data  collection  system  for  farm  employ¬ 
ment  and  for  farm  wage  rates.  This  makes  a  total  of  $814,300  for 
this  purpose,  as  requested  in  the  budget,  and  is  an  increase  of  $162,000 
over  the  amount  carried  in  the  House  bill. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  increases  requested  in  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate,  the  Committee  has  included  $10,000  to  provide  the  full  amount 
of  funds  necessary  to  develop  and  issue  annual  estimates  of  mushroom 
production.  #  . 

An  increase  of  $40,000  is  recommended  to  establish  a  Statistical 
Reporting  Service  for  Nevada.  The  total  cost  of  the  Service  is 
estimated  to  be  $70,000  annually  of  which  $15,000  is  to  be  derived 
by  transfer  of  funds  from  the  Utah  office  which  now  renders  some 
crop  reporting  service  to  Nevada,  and  by  $15,000  to  be  contributed 
by  the  State  of  Nevada. 

An  increase  of  $35,000  is  recommended  to  enable  the  agency  to 
provide  better  statistics  on  prices  paid  by  farmers,  farm  employment 
and  wage  rates  in  the  program  for  Hawaii,  and  to  place  the  Sta-., 
tistical  Reporting  Services  for  that  State  on  a  comparable  basis  with^ 
other  States. 

An  increase  of  $56,000  is  included  by  the  Committee  to  accelerate 
the  estimates  program  on  cut  flowers.  The  Committee,  is  advised 
that  this  amount  is  the  minimum  required  to  increase  the  coverage 
from  11  States  to  26  States  and  add  potted  chrysanthemums  and 
foliage  plants  to  the  items  to  be  surveyed. 

The  attention  of  the  Committee  has  also  been  called  to  the  need 
for  improvement  in  grain  stock  reports  to  differentiate  between  the 
various  classes  of  wheat.  The  Committee  requests  that  immediate 
consideration  be  given  to  improvement  of  grain  stock  reports  to 
include  a  differentiation  between  the  various  classes  of  wheat. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

The  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  was  established  February  8, 
1965  pursuant  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  under  terms  of 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  1332).  The 
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Service  provides  consumer  protection  through  mandatory  meat  and 
poultry  inspection  for  wholesomeness  and  aids  in  improving  the  diet 
of  consumers  through  the  School  Lunch,  Special  Milk,  and  Food 
Stamp  programs  and  through  direct  distribution  of  commodities 
acquired  under  Section  32  and  CCC.  Through  its  marketing  and 
regulatory  programs  it  aids  in  advancing  orderly  and  efficient  market¬ 
ing  and  effective  distribution  of  products  from  the  Nation’s  farms. 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING  AND  REGULATORY  PROGRAMS 


1966  appropriations _  $77,  654,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  83,  661,  000 

House  bill _  82,  757,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  83,  581,  000 


Under  this  appropriation  heading,  funds  are  appropriated  to  ad¬ 
minister  programs  authorized  to  provide  service  and  regulatory 
functions  concerned  with  the  orderly  marketing  of  agricultural 
commodities,  including : 

(a)  Market  news  service  to  provide  timely  and  reliable  market 
reports  on  all  major  agricultural  commodities  to  help  farmers  de¬ 
termine  when,  where,  and  at  what  price  to  sell  their  products; 

(b)  Meat  inspection  to  assure  that  all  meat  and  meat  products 
moving  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  are  wholesome; 

(c)  Poultry  inspection  to  assure  that  all  poultry  meat  and  poultry 
meat  products  moving  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  are  whole¬ 
some; 

(d)  Other  inspection,  grading,  classing,  and  standardization  services 
to  develop  standards  of  quality  and  condition  for  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  to  use  them  in  providing  an  impartial  inspection,  classing, 
and  grading  service;  and 

(e)  Regulatory  activities  covering  administration  of  laws  aimed  at 
protecting  farmers  and  others  from  financial  loss  resulting  from 
deceptive,  careless,  and  fraudulent  marketing  practices,  and  providing 
assistance  in  obtaining  and  maintaining  equitable  transportation  rates 
and  services  on  farm  supplies  and  products. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $83,581,000  for 
fiscal  1967  to  finance  activities  administered  under  this  heading. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $5,927,000  over  the  appropriation  for  fiscal  1966, 
and  is  $824,000  over  the  House  bill.  This  is  exclusive  of  funds  for 
Administration  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  carried  under  a 
separate  appropriation  item. 

An  appropriation  of  $41,939,000  is  recommended  for  administration 
of  meat  inspection.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  an 
mcrease  of  $3,347,000  over  1966  and  $347,000  over  the  amount  carried 
in  the  House  bill.  The  need  for  increased  appropriations  arises  from 
the  continued  dispersion  of  packing  plants  away  from  major  cities, 
together  with  the  increase  in  numbers  of  packing  and  further  process¬ 
ing  plants  under  inspection. 

For  the  administration  of  the  Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act, 
$19,330,800  is  recommended.  This  is  $1,344,000  over  1966,  the 
amount  of  the  estimates  and  $344,000  over  the  House  bill. 

The  Committee  had  received  a  request  to  amend  the  bill  to  require 
that  no  activities  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  the  Poultry 
Products  Inspection  Act  of  1957  could  be  merged  with  similar  type 
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activities  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  the  Meat  Inspection 

Act 

The  Committee  has  carefully  considered  this  proposal,  as  well  as  a 
letter,  received  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  date  of  May 
18,  1966.  The  Secretary  describes  the  organizational  changes  that  he 
has  approved  since  the  transfer  of  meat  inspection  to  the  Consumer 
and  Marketing  Service  and  states  that  these  changes  were  designed 
solely  to  improve  common  service  activities  of  both  inspection  pro¬ 
grams.  The  letter  from  the  Secretary  further  asserts  that  day-to-day 
inspection  functions  of  mandatory  poultry  inspection  would  not  be 
changed  by  the  realignment  of  common  service  activities  announced 
last  December  7. 

The  Committee  expects  the  Secretary  and  the  Department  to  abide 
by  the  statements  contained  in  the  letter  and  expects  the  Department 
to  maintain  independent  supervisory  inspection  standards  where 
required  and  separate  working  level  inspection  standards  and  services 
for  these  two  important  industries. 

The  Committee  has  included  $51,000,  as  requested  in  the  budgets 
but  denied  by  the  House,  for  U.S.  participation  in  the  development  of  % 
international  standards  for  food  and  agricultural  commodities  which 
describe  acceptable  levels  of  sanitation,  quality,  and  other  factors 
important  to  international  trade.  The  Committee  believes  that  in 
view  of  the  present  level  of  agricultural  exports  and  the  great  con¬ 
tribution  that  such  exports  make  to  our  unfavorable  balance  of 
payments  situation,  that  every  effort  should  be  made  to  develop 
international  standards  which  would  enable  U.S.  Exports  to  achieve 
an  even  greater  share  in  the  export  market. 

The  Committee  recommends  $1,405,200  for  administration  of  the 
U.S.  Warehouse  Act.  This  is  an  increase  of  $82,000  over  1966  as 
requested  in  the  budget  but  denied  by  the  House.  The  Committee 
believes  that  the  action  taken  a  year  ago  to"  consolidate  warehouse 
examinations  both  of  commodities  owned  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  as  well  as  the  examination  of  warehouses  licensed  under 
the  U.S.  Warehouse  Act,  should  result  in  sounder  administration. 
The  importance  of  U.S.  Warehouse  certificates  as  instruments  of 
trade  and  as  collateral  for  loans  requires  that  the  administration  of  the 
U.S.  Warehouse  Act  be  adequately  financed  and  that  inspections  be  on 
the  same  cycle  as  for  government  owned  commodities.  A 

The  Committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House  to  approve  an  v 
appropriation  of  $613,000,  as  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  for 
micronaire  readings  for  cotton  classing. 


PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 


1966  appropriations _ 

1967  budget  estimate _ 

House  bill _ _ 

Committee  recommendation 


$1,  750,  000 
1,  750,  000 
1,  750,  000 
1,  750,  000 


The  Service  administers  the  matched  fund  program  for  marketing 
activities  carried  out  through  cooperative  arrangements  by  State 
departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  of  markets,  and  similar  State 
agencies.  These  payments  to  States  for  this  purpose  were  authorized 
under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 

An  appropriation  of  $1,750,000  is  recommended  for  1967.  This  is 
the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate,  and  the  amount  provided 
in  the  House  bill,  and  the  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  1966. 
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SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 


1966  appropriations _ $103,  000,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  21,  000,  000 

House  bill _ 1  103,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _ _  105,  000,  000 


i  Of  this  amount  $53,000,000  would  be  derived  from  Sec.  32  funds. 

The  Special  Milk  Program  is  aimed  primarily  at  increasing  the 
consumption  of  fluid  milk  by  children.  Through  fiscal  year  1966,  all 
nonprofit  schools  of  high  school  grade  and  under,  all  nonprofit  summer 
camps  and  child-care  institutions  devoted  to  the  care  and  training  of 
children,  are  eligible  to  participate  in  the  program.  From  its  incep¬ 
tion  in  fiscal  year  1955  through  fiscal  year  1962,  the  program  was 
financed  through  advances  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
funds.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1961  (P.L.  87-128),  approved  August 
8,  1961,  changed  the  financing  to  a  direct  appropriation  beginning 
July  1,  1962  and  extended  the  authorization  through  June  30,  1967. 

The  Committee  recommends  a  direct  appropriation  of  $105,000,000 
to  finance  the  expenses  of  the  Special  Milk  Program  during  fiscal 
1967. 

This  is  an  increase  of  $2  million  over  the  appropriation  for  1966. 
Public  Law  88-573,  approved  September  2,  1964,  provided  that  the 
financing  of  the  expenses  of  the  Special  Milk  Program  shall  be  made 
in  accordance  with  the  basic  legislation  which  authorized  regular  ap¬ 
propriations  rather  than  the  use  of  funds  available  under  permanent 
authorization. 

The  use  of  funds  available  under  Section  32  for  these  or  other 
regular  programs  constitutes  a  deviation  from  the  purpose  of  Section 
32,  as  authorized  under  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  and  amendments 
thereto. 

The  drastic  reduction  proposed  in  the  budget  estimate  for  1967 
would  have  reduced  very  greatly  the  benefits  of  the  program  and  is 
inconsistent  with  the  purpose  of  the  authorization  act.  It  would 
impose  upon  State  and  local  administrative  officials  the  onerous  task 
of  determining  which  children  would  be  eligible  through  the  arbitrary 
mechanism  of  a  vague  "means”  test. 

It  is  obvious  that  this  budgetary  proposal  is  not  administratively 
feasible  nor  is  it  in  accord  with  the  intent  of  Congress,  as  expressed 
in  the  authorization  act  or  in  legislation  understood  to  be  currently 
pending  to  extend  the  authorization  for  this  program. 

The  Committee,  therefore,  recommends  that  $105  million  be 
appropriated  for  fiscal  1967.  This  is  $2  million  over  the  funds  avail¬ 
able  in  the  House  bill. 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


1966  appropriations _  $157,  000,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  138,  000,  000 

House  bill _ 1 _  157,000,000 

Committee  recommendation _  167,  000,  000 


The  purpose  of  the  Federal  appropriation  for  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  is  to  provide  financial  assistance  to  the  States 
to  maintain,  operate,  and  expand  the  School  Lunch  programs.  This 
purpose  is  in  accordance  with  the  declared  policy  of  the  Congress  and 
is  deemed  to  be  a  measure  of  national  security  in  order  to  safeguard  the 
health  and  well-being  of  the  Nation’s  children  and  to  encourage  them 
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to  develop  habits  of  consuming  nutritious  foods.  The  funds  appro¬ 
priated  under  this  heading  are  available  for  the  establishment,  main¬ 
tenance,  operation  and  expansion  of  School  Lunch  programs  in 
non-profit  schools.  Under  the  School  Lunch  Program,  funds  are 
apportioned  to  the  States  in  accordance  with  Section  4  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  as  amended. 

According  to  the  latest  information  furnished  to  the  Committee  for 
fiscal  1965,  an  average  of  65,240  schools  particpated  in  the  program 
with  an  average  participation  of  over  15  million  children,  and  with  a 
peak  participation  of  over  17  million  children  during  certain  periods  of 
the  school  year. 

A  direct  appropriation  of  $167,000,000  is  recommended  for  1967. 
This  is  in  addition  to  the  transfer  of  $45  million  from  Section  32 
permanent  authorization  for  the  purchase  of  food  commodities 
pursuant  to  Section  6  of  the  School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended,  thus 
making  available  a  total  of  $212,000,000,  exclusive  of  donations  from 
Sections  32  and  416  which  amounted  to  an  esimated  $125,000,000  in 
1966  and  is  projected  at  approximately  the  same  amount  for  fiscal  1967 .  * 

It  is  obvious  that  the  budget  request  calling  for  a  net  reduction  of% 
the  Federal  payments  to  the  School  Lunch  Program  is  in  contradiction 
with  the  growing  need  and  demand  for  assistance  to  school  children, 
including  assistance  to  needy  children  as  authorized  under  Section  11 
of  the  amended  authorization  act 

The  expenditures  for  the  School  Lunch  Program  constitute  a  useful 
but  minimal  outlet  for  agricultural  commodities.  The  principal 
objective  served  by  the  programs  is  the  development  of  sound  nutri¬ 
tional  eating  habits  in  our  school  children  who  within  a  few  years  will 
constitute  the  adult  population  of  tomorrow. 

The  budget  estimates  would  have  ignored  the  needs  of  our  school 
children  while  at  the  same  time  they  propose  the  expansion  of  aid 
and  assistance  in  the  development  of  school  lunch  programs  in  other 
lands.  The  Committee  is  not  opposed  to  school  lunch  programs  in 
other  areas,  but  insists  that  such  programs  not  be  developed  at  the 
expense  of  or  to  the  detriment  of  American  school  children. 


FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

1966  appropriations _ 

1967  budget  estimate _ 

House  bill _ -  — - - - 

Committee  recommendation _ 


!$79,  992,  000 
2(150,  000,  000)  M 
2(150,  000,  000)  § 
*100,000,000  w 


1  In  addition  a  reappropriation  of  $20,000,000.  .  ..  .  „ 

2  Estimate  and  House  bill  recommend  transfer  of  funds  from  Section  32  Permanent  Authorization. 

2  In  addition  $25,000,000  appropriated  under  this  head  for  F  Y  66  shall  be  reappropriated  and  merged  with 
this  appropriation. 


The  Food  Stamp  Program  was  authorized  bv  Public  Law  88-25, 
approved  August  31,  1964.  One  objective  of  the  Food  Stamp  Pro¬ 
gram  was  to  achieve  a  greater  use  of  then  surplus  foods,  many  items 
of  which  are  no  longer  in  great  surplus. 

The  principal  objective,  however,  was  to  stimulate  the  use  of  more 
nutritous  food  for  low-income  families.  This  is  primarily  a  welfare 
program  since  eligibility  for  participation  requires  welfare  certifica- 
cation.  As  stated  in  the  agency  justifications  the  population  groups 
which  the  Food  Stamp  Program  is  designed  to  benefit  are: 

(a)  Those  families  who  are  receiving  some  type  of  welfare 
assistance — primarily,  the  unemployables,  i.e.,  the  aged,  the 
blind,  the  disabled,  mothers  with  dependent  children. 
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(b)  Other  families  with  incomes  as  low  or  lower  than  that  of 
families  receiving  welfare  assistance  but  who,  for  a  variety  of 
reasons,  are  not  eligible  for  welfare  assistance.  This  may  include 
those  living  on  small  pensions,  the  unemployed,  the  under¬ 
employed,  and  those  whose  training  limits  them  to  unskilled 
low-paying  employment. 

It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  use  of  funds  from  Section  32  is  an 
abuse  of  the  basic  objectives  of  that  Act.  Section  16(a)  of  the  au¬ 
thorization  act  did  not  contemplate  financing  by  such  means  but 
instead  authorized  the  use  of  regular  appropriation  from  general 
revenue  funds. 

The  Committee  has  therefore  recommended  that  the  expenses  of 
the  program  be  financed  by  direct  appropriation.  An  appropriation 
of  $100,000,000,  together  with  a  reappropriation  of  $25,000,000  of 
available  funds  from  fiscal  1966  is  recommended.  The  total  amount 
available  is  $25,000,000  under  the  estimate  and  the  House  bill,  and  is 
an  increase  of  $25,000,000  over  1966.  The  Committee  believes  that 
this  amount  should  be  adequate  in  view  of  generally  improved  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions. 

'^The  Committee  has  also  recommended  an  amendment  to  the  bill  to 
preclude  future  misuse  of  Section  32  funds  in  financing  of  this  welfare 
program.  The  limitation  language  follows : 

:  Provided ,  That  no  funds  available  in  this  act  shall  be  used  to 
plan  or  formulate  a  food  stamp  program  for  fiscal  1968  to  be 
financed  in  whole  or  in  part  from  funds  available  under  Sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  //  \ 


Foreign  Agricultural  Service 


1966  appropriations _ _  $20,  752,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _ : _ _  21,  379,  000 

House  bill _  21,  088,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  21,  349,  000 


The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  was  established  March  10,  1953, 
by  Secretary’s  Memorandum  No.  1320,  Supplement  1.  Public  Law 
690,  approved  August  28,  1954,  transferred  the  agricultural  attaches 
from  the  Department  of  State  to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 
More  recently,  the  Secretary  has  assigned  to  the  Service,  by  transfer 
from  other  agencies  of  the  Department,  responsibility  for  the  barter 
and  stockpiling  program;  general  sales  management  for  Government- 
owned  surplus  commodities ;  ocean  transportation  functions  related  to 
the  export  of  commodities  under  U.S.  programs;  and  activities  relating 
to  developing,  evaluating,  and  reviewing  the  program  for  donations 
of  food  abroad  through  voluntary  agencies,  pursuant  to  title  III  of 
Public  Law  480. 

The  primary  function  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  is  to 
help  American  agriculture  in  maintaining  and  expanding  foreign 
markets  for  its  products. 

It  maintains  a  worldwide  agricultural  intelligence  and  reporting 
service  to  assist  U.S.  agricultural  industry  in  its  export  operations. 
This  is  done  through  a  continuous  program  of  analyzing  and  reporting 
foreign  agricultural  production,  markets,  and  policies. 

It  helps  to  develop  foreign  markets  for  U.S.  farm  products  through 
administration  of  special  export  programs  and  through  helping  to 
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secure  international  trade  conditions  that  are  favorable  toward  our 
products. 

An  appropriation  of  $21,349,000  is  recommended  for  1967.  ihis 
is  an  increase  of  $597,000  over  1966,  an  increase  of  $261,000  over  the 
House  bill  and  is  $30,000  under  the  budget  estimate.  The  increases 
over  1966  include  $66,000  for  mandatory  Pay  Act  costs,  and  $28,000 
for  more  effective  compliance  in  handling  of  funds  used  for  market 
development  programs,  and  $22,000  for  international  grade  activities. 

The  Committee  has  also  recommended  an  increase  of  $409,000  to 
strengthen  the  agricultural  attache  positions  in  some  of  the  larger 
and  more  important  export  markets  for  U.S.  commodities.  Funds 
under  this  item  will  also  be  used  to  strengthen  the  retraining  and 
reorientation  of  U.S.  attaches  between  overseas  post  assignments. 
An  increase  of  $72,000,  denied  by  the  House,  to  strengthen  supervision 
of  market  development  projects  is  also  recommended. 

In  addition  to  the  funds  carried  by  direct  appropriation,  $3,117,000 
is  made  available  from  Section  32. 


Commodity  Exchange  Authority 

1966  appropriations - 

1967  budget  estimate _ 

House  bill _ 

Committee  recommendation - - 


$1,  197,  000 
1,  398,  000 
1,  398,  000 
1,  398,  000 


The  Commodity  Exchange  Authority  administers  the  Commodity 
Exchange  Act  of  September  21,  1922,  as  amended.  The  objectives  of 
the  act  are  to  prevent  commodity  price  manipulation  and  market 
corners;  prevent  dissemination  of  false  and  misleading  crop  and  market 
information  affecting  commodity  prices;  protect  hedgers  and  other 
users  of  the  commodity  futures  markets  against  cheating,  fraud,  and 
manipulative  practices;  insure  the  benefits  of  membership  privileges 
on  contract  markets  to  cooperative  associations  of  producers ;  insure 
trust-fund  treatment  of  margin  moneys  and  equities  of  hedgers  and 
other  traders  and  prevent  the  misuse  of  such  funds  by  brokers;  and 
provide  information  to  the  public  regarding  trading  operations  and 
contract  markets. 

An  appropriation  of  $1,398,000  is  recommended  for  the  operation 
of  this  agency  for  fiscal  1967.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget 
estimate,  the  amount  of  the  House  bill  and  an  increase  of  $201,000 
over  the  appropriations  for  1966.  The  increase  over  the  1966  appro¬ 
priations  is  comprised  of  $1 1,000  for  Pay  Act  adjustments  and  $190,000 
for  accelerated  supervision  of  futures  trading  and  investigation  of 
trade  practices. 


AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


The  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  was  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  June  5,  1961,  under  the 
authority  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  in  accordance  with 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  133z). 


EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


1966  appropriations _ $126,  278,  500 

1967  budget  estimate _  135,  891,  000 

House  bill _ - _  128,558,000 

Committee  recommendation _  130,  424,  500 
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Under  this  appropriation  item  funds  are  made  available  for  the 
administrative  expenses  of  a  number  of  farm  programs  administered 
by  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service.  Several 
programs  administered  by  this  agency  include  production  adjustment 
programs  dealing  with  the  various  commodities  and  the  special  acreage 
production  programs;  administration  of  the  Sugar  Act  Program; 
administration  of  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program;  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  Emergency  Conservation  Measures;  the  Cropland 
Adjustment  and  Conversion  Programs;  the  Conservation  Reserve 
Program  payments  and  the  Appalachian  Region  Conservation  Pro¬ 
gram;  the  administration  of  price  support  and  related  programs  and 
special  activities  and  export  programs,  as  authorized  pursuant  to  the 
foreign  assistance  programs,  together  with  related  service  activities 
assigned  to  the  agencies. 

The  Committee  recommends  a  direct  appropriation  of  $130,424,500 
for  fiscal  1967.  This  is  an  increase  of  $4,146,000  over  1966,  and  is 
$1,866,500  over  the  House  bill,  and  it  is  $5,466,500  under  the  budget 
estimate. 

In  addition,  the  Committee  recommends  a  transfer  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  funds  of  $77,545,000.  This  is 
$9,950,000  under  the  transfer  for  1966,  and  is  $1,741,400  over  the 
amount  in  the  House  bill,  and  the  same  amount  as  the  budget  estimate. 

The  total  amount  available  from  both  sources,  as  recommended 
by  the  Committee,  is  $207,969,500,  a  decrease  of  $5  804,000  under 
1966.  These  amounts  are  $5,466,500  under  the  estimate  and 
$3,607,900  over  the  House  bill. 

The  net  decrease  of  funds  under  1966  arises  from  reduction  in  the 
volume  of  workload  under  the  various  agricultural  programs,  admin¬ 
istered  from  this  item  of  appropriation  and  from  savings  resulting  from 
management  improvements. 

These  decreases  are  offset  by  the  following  increases  comprised  of 
administration  of  the  new  Cropland  Adjustment  Program  amounting 
to  $5,000,000  and  increases  of  $5,607,000  over  1966  recommended  by 
the  Committee  for  mandatory  Pay  Act  costs  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  89-301.  The  Committee  action  provides  the  full  amount  of 
Pay  Act  costs  requested  in  the  budget  estimate. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 


1966  appropriations _  $95,  000,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  80,  000,  000 

House  biff _  80,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _ - _  80,  000,  000 


An  appropriation  of  $80  million  is  recommended  for  payments  to 
domestic  producers  of  sugarbeets  and  sugarcane  who  comply  with 
special  requirements  under  the  Sugar  Act,  as  amended. 

This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  the  amount  carried 
in  the  House  bill.  Under  the  reduced  appropriation  the  Department 
estimates  that  it  will  be  able  to  make  payments  on  the  1966  mainland 
cane  crop  and  any  deferment  of  payments  will  occur  in  beet  areas  with 
a  later  production  schedule.  If  subsequent  events  indicate  that  these 
funds  are  inadequate  to  meet  payment  schedules,  additional  funds 
should  be  requested  in  a  supplemental  estimate. 

The  excise  tax  collections  from  the  sugar  tax  on  cane  and  beet  sugar 
exceed  the  total  obligations  for  the  fiscal  years  1938  to  1965  in  the 
amount  of  $545  million. 
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AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 


1966  appropriations _ $220,  000,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  220,  000,  000 

House  bill - - - -  220,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  220,  000,  000 


This  program  is  authorized  by  the  provisions  of  section  7  to  16(a), 
inclusive,  and  section  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended.  The  act  aims  at  restoring  and  improving  soil 
fertility.  It  contributes  to  reducing  erosion  caused  by  wind  and  water. 
It  also  helps  in  conserving  water  on  land.  Costs  are  shared  with  indi¬ 
vidual  farmers  and  ranchers  who  perform  approved  soil-building  and 
soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  on  their  farms.  This  assistance 
represents  only  a  part  of  the  cost  of  performing  the  practice.  The 
farmer  bears  the  balance  of  the  cost  which  amounts  to  about  50  per¬ 
cent.  This  program  assistance  is  provided  on  about  1.1  million 
farms  per  year. 

An  appropriation  of  $220  million  is  recommended  to  make  the  cost¬ 
sharing  payments  earned  under  the  ACP  program  authorized  last 
year.  This  is  the  amount  requested  in  the  estimate,  carried  in  the 
House  bill,  and  appropriated  for  1966. 

The  advance  authorization  for  the  1967  agricultural  program  is 
recommended  at  $220  million.  This  is  the  same  level  as  has  been 
approved  for  a  number  of  years  and  the  amount  recommended  in  the 
House  bill,  and  is  an  increase  of  $120  million  over  the  authorization 
requested  in  the  budget  for  1967.  The  administrative  expenses  of  $30 
million  to  administer  the  payments  program  authorized  last  year  and 
the  expenses  for  development  of  the  1967  program,  are  financed  under 
the  appropriation  “Expenses,  ASCS.” 

APPALACHIAN  REGION  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 


1966  appropriations _  _ 

1967  budget  estimate _ _ _  $4,  375,  000 

House  bill _ - _  2,  200,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1  3,  000,  000 


■  In  addition  1 ,375,000  of  the  estimated  unused  funds  provided  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation 
Act  of  1965  to  be  reappropriated  and  merged  with  this  appropriation. 

The  Appalachian  Region  Conservation  Program  is  a  new  long-term 
program  authorized  by  Section  203  of  the  Appalachian  Region  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1965  to  provide  special  cost-sharing  assistance  to 
landowners,  operators,  or  occupiers  of  land  in  the  Appalachian  region. 
Under  this  conservation  program  contracts  are  entered  into  to  provide 
for  land  stabilization,  erosion  and  sediment  control,  reclamation 
through  changes  and  land  use  and  the  establishment  of  conservation 
and  development  measures  to  stabilize  or  to  improve  the  soil,  water, 
woodland,  wildlife  and  recreation  resources  in  the  Appalachian  region, 
as  designated  by  law. 

In  fiscal  1966,  funds  were  used  to  initiate  this  program  from  the 
appropriation  of  $7  million  approved  in  the  Second  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act  of  1965. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,000,000,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  reappropriation  of  $1,375,000  of  the  estimated  unused 
funds  provided  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act  of  1965. 
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These  amounts  will  provide  the  full  budget  estimate  of  $4,375,000, 
and  are  an  increase  of  $4,375,000  over  the  1966  Appropriation  Act, 
and  $800,000  in  direct  appropriation  oyer  the  House  bill. 

CROPLAND  CONVERSION  PROGRAM 


1966  appropriations _ $7,  500,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  10,  000,  000 

House  bill _  7,  500,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  10,  000,  000 


Under  this  appropriation  payments  are  made  to  producers  for  a 
pilot  program  for  cropland  adjustment,  pursuant  to  Section  16(e) 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended, 
by  Section  101  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  Under  the 
pilot  program  producers  enter  into  long-term  cropland  conversion 
agreements  to  shift  temporarily  land  to  better  production  use  and  to 
utilize  land  for  purposes  for  which  it  is  suitable  for  crop  use  but  not 
currently  needed  for  crops,  or  to  shift  permanently  land  to  better 
productive  use. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $10,000,000  for  the 
pilot  cropland  conversion  program  for  calendar  1967.  This  is  the 
amount  requested  in  the  estimate  for  1967,  and  is  $2,500,000  above 
the  amount  provided  in  the  Appropriation  Act  for  fiscal  1966  and  the 
amount  provided  in  the  House  bill. 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 


1966  appropriations _  _ - _ 

1967  budget  estimate _ $200,  000,  000 

House  bill _  90,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  50,  000,  000 


This  program  is  authorized  by  Title  6  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1965.  The  pin-pose  of  this  program  is  to  assist  farmers  through 
long-term  agreements  to  divert  land  from  the  production  of  unneeded 
crops  to  uses  which  will  promote  the  development  of  soil,  water,  forest, 
wildlife,  and  recreational  resources.  There  is  authority  under  this 
program  also  to  establish,  protect  and  conserve  open  spaces  and  na¬ 
tural  beauty  and  to  prevent  air  and  water  pollution. 

The  signup  for  this  program  includes  approximately  3.2  million 
acres  with  an  estimated  annual  cost  of  $83.5  million.  It  is  estimated 
that  there  will  be  a  large  slippage  between  signup  and  actual  contracts. 
The  Committee  also  noted  that  the  Department  has  no  firm  estimate 
of  the  payment  expense  for  fiscal  1967. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $50,000,000  for 
the  expenses  of  the  Cropland  Adjustment  Program.  This  amount  is 
$150,000,000  below  the  budget  estimate  and  $40,000,000  under  the 
House  bill.  The  Committee  does  not  prejudice  actual  needs  for  fiscal 
1967,  and  should  it  be  determined  Jater  that  additional  funds  are 
required  for  expenses  and  obligations  due  m  fiscal  1967,  a  supplemental 
estimate  for  that  purpose  can  be  considered  at  a  later  date  based  upon 
more  current  estimates  of  need. 

The  Committee  concurs  in  the  House  action  to  limit  new  agree¬ 
ments  in  1967  crop  year  to  $80,000,000  in  lieu  of  the  original  estimate 
of  $215  million  and  the  revised  estimate  of  $125  million. 
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CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 


1966  appropriations - 

1967  budget  estimate - 

House  bill _ _ 

Committee  recommendation 


$146,  000,  000 
143,  000,  000 
140,  000,  000 
140,  000,  000 


The  conservation  reserve  program  is  authorized  by  the  Soil  Bank 
Act  of  1956.  It  was  a  voluntary  program  under  which  the  Secretary 
was  authorized  to  enter  into  3-  to  10-year  contracts  with  farmers  to 
withdraw  specified  acreages  of  cropland  from  production  and  devote 
it  to  conservation  uses,  "in  return  for  removing  designated  cropland 
from  production  and  for  establishing  necessary  conservation  practices 
on  this  land,  the  farmer  receives  an  annual  rental  payment  each  year 
of  the  contract  period,  and  received  cost-sharing  assistance  for  the 
establishment  of  the  required  conservation  practices.  Most  con¬ 
tracts  will  have  terminated  by  the  fiscal  year  1970. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $140  million. 
This  is  $3  milhon  under  the  budget  estimate  and  $6  million  under 
the  appropriation  for  1966.  The  amount  recommended  is  the  same 
amount  as  provided  in  the  House  bill.  The  funds  appropriated  are 
required  to  make  payments  on  outstanding  conservation  reserve 
contracts.  '  These  are  mandatory  payments  and  it  is  believed  that 
the  funds  provided  will  be  adequate  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
contracts  for  which  payments  must  be  made  during  fiscal  1967,  but 
should  it  become  necessary  a  supplemental  estimate  can  be  con¬ 
sidered  later  in  the  fiscal  year. 


♦ 


EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 


1966  appropriations - - - $24,  000,  000 

1967  budget  estimate -  5,  000,  000 

House  bill _  5,000,000 

Committee  recommendation _  5,  000,  000 


The  program  of  emergency  assistance  was  authorized  by  the  Third 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act  of  1957  (Public  Law  85-58).  Assist¬ 
ance  is  available  only  when,  as  a  result  of  wind  erosion,  floods,  hurri¬ 
canes,  or  other  natural  disasters,  new  conservation  problems  are 
created  which  (1)  if  not  treated,  will  impair  or  endanger  the  land; 
(2)  materially  affect  the  productive  capacity  of  the  land;  (3)  represent 
damage  which  is  unusual  in  character  and,  except  for  wind  erosion, 
is  not  the  type  which  would  recur  frequently  in  the  same  area;  and 
(4)  will  be  so  costly  to  rehabilitate  that  Federal  assistance  is  or  will  be 
required  to  return  the  land  to  productive  agricultural  use. 

An  appropriation  of  $5,000,000  is  recommended  for  making  pay¬ 
ments  to  eligible  producers  for  carrying  out  emergency  cost-sharing 
practices.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate,  and  the  amount 
carried  in  the  House  bill.  It  is  a  reduction  in  appropriation  of 
$19,000,000  under  1966,  but  it  is  expected  that  prior  year  balances  in 
excess  of  $16,000,000  will  be  available  and  thus  provide  at  least 
$21,000,000  for  meeting  such  requirements  in  fiscal  1967. 

The  Committee  again  calls  attention  to  the  fact  that  budget  esti¬ 
mates  for  emergency  land  treatment  measures  should  be  placed  upon 
a  more  realistic  basis  to  enable  the  Department  to  fulfill  promptly  its 
responsibilities  under  this  authority  as  is  done  in  the  case  of  other 
losses  and  damages  resulting  from  natural  disasters. 
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Rural  Community  Development  Service 


1966  appropriations _  $637,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  3,  468,  000 

House  bill _  637,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  2,  500,  000 


The  Rural  Community  Development  Service  was  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  Memorandum  No.  1570  dated  February  24, 
1965.  The  Service  provides  leadership  within  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  formulating  plans  and  evaluating  operations  pertaining 
to  development  of  natural  and  human  resources  in  rural  communities. 
It  formulates  plans  for  and  evaluates  operations  of  the  “outreach” 
functions  designed  to  assure  rural  citizens  of  a  fully  equal  opportunity 
to  participate  in  all  services  and  benefits  of  the  Federal  Government 
for  which  they  are  eligible.  This  function  is  performed  by  operating 
USDA  agencies  in  conjunction  with  their  regular  programs.  It 
maintains  continuous  liaison  with  other  USDA  and  non-USDA  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  to  oversee  and  expedite  the  operations  of  programs  and 
)  provisions  for  coordination  between  several  agencies.  It  also  formu¬ 
lates  and  oversees  the  execution  of  special  demonstration  projects  in 
rural  community  development  and  promotes  continuous  review  of 
working  relationships  between  the  several  USDA,  non-USDA  Federal, 
other  public,  and  private  agencies  involved  in  work  affecting  rural 
community  development. 

An  appropriation  of  $2,500,000  is  recommended  for  the  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  coordination  and  related  specialized  services 
rendered  by  the  Rural  Community  Development  Service.  This  is  an 
increase  of  $1,863,000  over  the  1966  appropriation,  $1,863,000  over  the 
amount  recommended  by  the  House,  and  $968,000  under  the  budget 
estimate. 

In  view  of  the  large  number  of  agricultural  agencies  with  field 
offices  and  the  newly  authorized  programs  for  agriculture  and  for 
new  agencies  and  departments  of  Government,  the  Committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  some  central  group  within  the  Department  should  exercise 
coordination  of  the  multiplicity  of  planned  programs  by  various 
governmental  agencies.  The  Committee  does  not  believe  that  an 
operating  agency  of  the  Department  should  be  given  this  role.  Each 
agency  has  a  full-time  job  to  carry  out  its  regular  programs,  but  each 
agency  within  the  Department  is  expected  to  cooperate  fully  with  this 
staff  and  obviate  the  need  for  the  establishment  of  a  large  and  separate 
coordination  staff.  The  Committee  will  expect  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  take  such  steps  as  are  necessary  to  improve  interagency 
coordination  within  the  next  year  and  expects  that  he  will  see  to  it 
that  there  will  be  no  repetition  of  augmenting  this  staff  beyond  the 
amount  in  the  Appropriation  Act. 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 


1966  appropriations _ _ $10,  613,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  11,  602,  000 

House  bill _ _ _ _  11,  254,  000 

Committee  recommendation _ _ _ _ _ _  11,  254,  000 


Internal  audit  and  investigation  activities  are  carried  out  by  the 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General  which  was  established  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture’s  Memorandum  No.  1503,  dated  June  25,  1962,  and 
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No.  1524,  dated  December  21,  1962.  The  Office  is  responsible  to  the 
Secretary  for  assuring  that  existing  laws,  policies,  and  programs  of 
the  Secretary  are  effectively  complied  with  on  every  level  of  adminis¬ 
tration  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  the  Congress  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  It  insures  prompt  and  appropriate  corrective  action  m  those 
areas  in  which  deviation  from  established  law,  policy,  procedure,  rules, 
or  regulations  has  developed;  and  conducts  internal  audit  and  in- 
vestigative  activities  within  the  Department  and  coordinates  and 
correlates  them  with  various  investigative  agencies  of  the  executive 
and  legislative  branches  of  the  Government. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $11,254,000  for 
the  administrative  expenses  of  this  office.  This  is  the  amount  of 
the  House  bill,  an  increase  of  $641,000  over  1966  and  is  $348,000 
under  the  budget  estimate. 

The  increased  funds  include  $141,000  for  mandatory  Pay  Act  costs, 
and  $500,000  over  1966  for  acceleration  of  audit  of  the  expanded  Food 
Stamp  program,  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service  county  committee  offices,  for  increased  investigational  activity, 

and  related  activities.  . 

In  addition  to  the  appropriation  recommended  herein  the  Commit¬ 
tee  is  advised  of  the  intention  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  aug¬ 
ment  the  available  appropriation  by  $250,000  resulting  from  the 
transfer  of  compliance  and  regulatory  activities  from  the  Consumer 
and  Marketing  Service. 


Packers  and  Stockyards  Act 

1966  appropriations - - - 

1967  budget  estimate - - - 

House  bill - -- - - 

Committee  recommendation - 

i  1966  appropriation  and  1967  estimate  under  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service. 


‘  $2,  400,  000 
i  2,  604,  000 
2,  400,  000 
2,  604,  000 


The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,604,000  for  the 
administration  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act.  This  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $204,000  over  the  House  bill  and  the  same  amount  as  carried 
in  the  budget  estimate  under  the  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service. 

The  Committee  concurs  in  the  action  taken  by  the  House  to  provide 
a  separate  appropriation  for  administration  of  the  Packers  and  Stock- 
yards  Act.  This  Committee  had  previously  recommended  that  the  | 
administration  of  this  very  important  act  should  be  in  a  separate 
agency  and  therefore  concurs  in  the  views  expressed  in  the  House 
report  that  the  Secretary  should  establish  a  separate  regulatory 
agency  for  this  purpose. 


Office  of  the  General  Counsel 


1966  appropriations - 

1967  budget  estimate - 

House  bill _ --- 

Committee  recommendation 


$4,  286,  000 
4,  325,  000 
4,  325,  000 
4,  325,  000 


The  General  Counsel,  as  chief  law  officer  of  the  Department,  is 
responsible  for  providing  legal  services  for  all  programs,  operations, 
and  activities  of  the  Department.  He  serves  as  General  Counsel  for 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  for  the  Federal  Crop  Insur¬ 
ance  Corporation,  and  represents  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in 
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administrative  proceedings  involving  freight  rates  on  farm  commodities 
including  appeals  from  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

An  appropriation  of  $4,325,000  is  recommended  for  fiscal  1967. 
This  is  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate,  the  amount  of 
the  House  bill,  and  an  increase  of  $39,000  over  1966  for  mandatory 
Pay  Act  costs. 

Office  of  Information 


1966  appropriations _ _ _  $1,  915,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  1,  826,  000 

House  bill _  1,  826,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  851,  000 


The  Office  has  general  direction  and  supervision  of  all  publications 
and  other  information  policies  and  activities  of  the  Department  in¬ 
cluding  the  final  review,  illustrating,  printing,  and  distribution  of 
publications;  clearance  and  release  of  press,  radio,  television,  and 
magazine  materials;  maintenance  of  central  files  of  news  and  general 
illustration-type  photographs;  and  the  preparation  and  distribution 
of  exhibits  and  motion  pictures.  The  Office  pubhshes  the  Yearbook 
of  Agriculture,  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the 
Department  directory,  and  the  Department  fist  of  publications; 
handles  the  details  of  distributing  farmers’  bulletins  allotted  to 
Members  of  Congress;  and  services  letter  and  telephone  requests  for 
general  information  received  in  the  Department. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $1,851,000  for 
fiscal  1966.  This  is  a  net  decrease  of  $64,000  under  the  1966  appro¬ 
priation  and  $25,000  over  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  and 
approved  by  the  House. 

The  increases  over  1966  are  $9,000  for  Pay  Act  costs,  $10,300  to 
establish  a  centralized  file  on  color  film  slides,  $30,000  to  reprint  cer¬ 
tain  farmer  bulletins,  and  $61,700  relating  to  expanded  informational 
activities.  The  Committee  has  recommended  an  increase  of  $25,000 
over  the  estimate  and  the  House  bill  to  improve  the  Yearbook  of 
Agriculture  which  is  published  each  year.  These  increases  are  offset 
by  the  non-recurring  decrease  of  $200,000  under  last  year  for  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  for  a  reprint  of  the  Agricultural  Yearbook, 
‘  ‘Consumers  All.” 

National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1966  appropriations _  $1,  735,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  2,  501,  000 

House  bill _  2,  147,  000 

Committee  recommendation _ _  2.  501,  000 


The  National  Agricultural  Library  makes  available  to  the  research 
workers  of  the  Department  and  the  State  agricultural  colleges,  as  well 
as  to  the  general  public,  the  agricultural  knowledge  of  the  world  that 
is  contained  in  published  literature.  This  reduces  duplication  of  effort 
and  avoids  diversion  of  valuable  time  of  scientists  and  administrators 
by  letting  them  know  what  has  been  done  previously  in  their  fields. 

An  appropriation  of  $2,501,000  is  recommended  for  the  expenses 
of  the  National  Agricultural  Library.  The  amount  recommended  is 
$766,000  over  the  1966  appropriation,  $354,000  over  the  House  bill 
and  is  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate. 
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The  increases  over  1966  consist  of  $12,400  for  mandatory  Pay  Act 
costs  and  $753,600  to  improve  library  services  to  scientific  workers 
to  be  achieved  through  improvements  in  cataloging  bibliographic  and 
related  library  services  essential  to  making  published  data  more 
readily  available.  Increased  funds  are  also  provided  to  accelerate 
the  automation  of  library  systems  which  will  permit  the  Library  to 
render  broader  and  more  prompt  service  and  make  more  efficient  use 
of  the  central  library  staff. 

Office  of  Management  Services 


1966  appropriations - 

1967  budget  estimate - 

House  bill _ — 

Committee  recommendation 


$2,  542,  000 
2,  687,  000 
2,  600,  000 
2,  600,  000 


This  Office  was  established  pursuant  to  Secretary’s  Memorandum 
No.  1529,  dated  January  29,  1963,  to  consolidate  the  budget  and 
management  service  functions  for  several  staff  offices  and  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $2,600,000  for 
the  operations  of  this  office.  This  represents  an  increase  of  $58,000 
over  the  1966  appropriation,  is  the  amount  recommended  in  the 
House  bill  and  is  $87,000  under  the  budget  estimate. 

The  increased  funds  recommended  include  $20,000  for  mandatory 
Pay  Act  costs  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301,  and  $38,000  to  meet 
the  increased  costs  resulting  from  increased  activities  approved  for 
the  agencies  for  which  services  are  provided. 


General  Administration 


1966  appropriations - 

1967  budget  estimate - 

House  bill _ _ 

Committee  recommendation 


$3,  928,  000 
3,  959,  000 
3,  959,  000 
3,  959,  000 


This  appropriation  item  is  used  to  finance  the  expenses  of  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  his  immediate  staff,  together  with 
various  staff  offices,  including  the  Office  of  Budget  and  Finance, 
Office  of  Plant  and  Operations,  Office  of  Personnel,  Office  of  Manage¬ 
ment  Appraisal  and  Systems  Development,  Office  of  Hearing  Ex¬ 
aminers,  the  Judicial  Officer,  and  the  expenses  of  the  National  Advisory 
Commission. 

An  appi opriation  of  $3,959,000  is  recommended  for  the  operations 
and  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  and  the  staff  office  and 
functions  financed  from  this  appropriation.  The  amount  recom¬ 
mended  is  an  increase  of  $31,000  over  1966  for  Pay  Act  costs  pursuant 
to  Public  Law  89-301,  and  is  the  amount  of  the  estimate  and  the 
House  bill. 

The  Committee  is  concerned  about  the  trend  in  recent  years  to 
expand  the  use  of  the  working  capital  fund  for  special  purpose 
activities.  This  fund  was  established  for  the  express  and  sole  purpose 
of  providing  central  reimbursable  services  and  was  not  intended  to  be 
used  to  establish  a  staff  such  as  the  new  program  evaluation  and 
planning  staff. 

This  new  staff  is  largely  a  duplication  of  existing  staff  offices  already 
established  and  functioning  effectively.  The  new  staff  cost  an  esti¬ 
mated  $180,000  for  only  one-half  of  fiscal  1966  and  the  corresponding 
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activities  in  the  major  agencies  are  estimated  to  cost  an  additional 
$198,640  for  fiscal  1966. 

No  justification  has  ever  been  presented  to  the  Committee  for  these 
additional  staff  services.  The  Committee  directs  that  the  need  and 
expenses  of  this  staff  be  justified  for  any  proposed  continuation  of 
it  beyond  the  end  of  this  calendar  year. 

Should  the  Department  decide  that  there  is  a  continuing  need  for 
this  staff,  beyond  December  31,  1966,  it  should  submit  a  supplemental 
budget  estimate  for  consideration  by  the  Committees  of  Congress 
prior  to  the  adjournment  of  the  current  session  of  the  Congress. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  was  established  b37 
Executive  Order  7037  of  May  11,  1935,  to  make  loans  for  extension  of 
central  station  electric  service  to  unserved  rural  people.  It  was 
continued  by  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  May  20,  1936,  and 
became  part  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  July  1,  1939,  under 
Reorganization  Plan  II.  On  October  28,  1949,  Public  Law  423 
amended  the  Act  to  authorize  loans  for  furnishing  and  improving 
rural  telephone  service. 

Electric  and  telephone  construction  loans  are  self-liquidating  within 
a  period  not  to  exceed  35  years  at  2%  interest. 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  ELECTRIFICATION  LOANS 


1966  authorization _  ($365,  000,  000) 

1967  budget  estimate _  (220,  000,  000) 

House  bill _  (365,  000,  000) 

Committee  recommendation _  (375,  000,  000) 


The  Committee  recommends  new  loan  authorization  for  the  electri¬ 
fication  program  for  fiscal  1967  in  the  amount  of  $375  million.  This 
amount  is  $20  million  less  than  the  amount  made  available  to  the 
agency,  including  the  release  of  contingency  reserves  provided  for  in 
the  Appropriation  Act  for  1966.  The  amount  recommended  is  $155 
million  over  the  amount  recommended  in  the  budget  estimate  for 
1967  and  is  $10  million  over  the  new  authorization  of  $365  million 
recommended  in  the  House  approved  bill. 

The  budget  recommendation  for  1967  did  not  include  any  contin¬ 
gency  reserve  but  as  the  bill  was  approved  by  the  House  it  provided 
a  contingency  reserve  of  $72,500,000.  The  Committee  recommends 
that  the  contingency  reserve  be  stricken  from  the  bill,  thereby  making 
available  a  direct  authorization  of  $375  million. 

The  directions  of  the  Committee  Report  (No.  497)  accompanying 
the  Fiscal  Year  1964  Agriculture  Department  Appropriations  Bill 
require  that,  before  approving  loans  for  generation  and  major  trans¬ 
mission,  the  REA  Administrator  take  certain  steps  to  evaluate  existing 
or  proposed  contracts  by  which  private  companies  supply  or  offer  to 
supply  wholesale  service  to  REA-financed  cooperatives. 

The  directions  were  intended  to  apply  only  to  applications  for 
initial  loans  for  generation  and  major  transmission  to  cooperatives 
where  the  facilities  to  be  constructed  would  displace  existing  contrac¬ 
tual  arrangements  with  private  power  companies.  The  Committee 
did  not  intend  the  directions  to  require  solicitation  of  offers  from  pri- 
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vate  power  companies  in  the  case  of  subsequent  loans  to  federated 
G  &  T  cooperatives. 

Further,  the  directions  were  not  intended  to  apply  to  any  loan 
application  which  had  been  approved  by  the  Administrator  prior  to 
the  adoption  of  the  directions,  or  to  any  reasonable  addition  to  such 
loan.  The  Committee  affirms  this  position  and  directs  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  to  proceed  without  considering  the  directions  as  applicable  as 
to  any  such  loan  and  reasonable  additions  thereto. 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  TELEPHONE  LOANS 


1966  appropriations _ _ _  ($97,  000,  000) 

1967  budget  estimate _  (85,  000,  000) 

House  bill _  (97,  000,  000) 

Committee  recommendation _  (117,  000,  000) 


The  Committee  recommends  new  loan  authorization  for  the  rural 
telephone  program  of  $117  million.  This  is  an  increase  of  $32  million 
over  the  budget  estimate  and  $20  million  over  the  amount  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  House  bill.  For  fiscal  1966,  including  contingency 
reserve  and  rescissions,  there  was  available  $101,000,000  for  telephone 
loans,  thus  the  Committee  recommendation  provides  for  a  net  in¬ 
crease  of  $16  million  over  the  total  loan  funds  available  for  fiscal  1966. 
The  budget  estimate  did  not  request  the  contingency  reserve  for  1967, 
but  the  House  bill  included  a  reserve  of  $6  million  and  the  Committee 
recommends  that  this  reserve  authorization  be  stricken  from  the  bill. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  „ 


1966  appropriations _ _ $12,  202,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  12,  202,  000 

House  bill _ _  12,  202,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  12,  302,  000 


An  appropriation  of  $12,302,000  is  recommended  for  the  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  electrification  and  telephone  loan  programs. 
This  is  $100,000  over  the  amount  provided  for  fiscal  1966,  and  the 
amount  requested  in  the  budget  and  approved  by  the  House. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 


1966 

authori¬ 

zation 

Budget 

estimates 

1967 

House  bill 
1967 

Senate 

Committee 

1967 

Farm  ownership  loans . .  . 

Land  conservation  and  development  loans 

$45,  000,  000 

$5,  000,  000 

7, 100,  000 
85,  000,  000 
300,  000, 000 

$5, 000, 000 

$5, 000,000 

30, 000, 000 
300,  000,  000 

85, 000,  000 
300,  000,  000 

85, 000,000 
350, 000,  000 

Operating  loans _ _ _ 

Total,  direct  loan  account _ 

375, 000,  000 

397, 100,  000 

390,  000, 000 

440,  000, 000 

The  Direct  Loan  Account  was  established  pursuant  to  the  Con¬ 
solidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961.  In  addition, 
collections  on  principal  and  interest  on  outstanding  loans  are  deposited 
in  the  Direct  Loan  Account  and  are  available  for  principal  and  interest 
payments  on  borrowings  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  The 
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funds  in  this  account  are  available  for  making  loans  for  farm  owner¬ 
ship,  for  soil  and  water  conservation  facilities  and  systems,  and  for 
farm  operating  purposes.  It  is  estimated  that  at  the  end  of  fiscal 
1966,  the  balance  of  the  Direct  Loan  Account  will  be  $99,744,355. 
The  estimated  receipts  arising  from  collections  during  fiscal  1967  will 
provide  approximately  $333,942,000  for  a  total  availability  in  the 
account  during  fiscal  1967  of  $433,686,335.  This  account  will  be 
augmented  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  89-429  ap¬ 
proved  May  24,  1966. 

The  budget  estimate  proposes  obligations  by  loans  during  fiscal 
1967  of  $397,100,000,  and  the  Committee  has  recommended  authori¬ 
zation  of  $440,000,000.  This  is  $65,000,000  over  1966,  and  is 
$50,000,000  over  the  House  bill  and  $42,900,000  over  the  budget 
estimate  for  1967.  The  loan  programs  financed  from  the  Direct 
Loan  Account  are  as  follows : 

Far  mourner  ship  loans. — The  Committee  recommends  direct  authori¬ 
zation  of  $5  million  for  farm  ownership  loans  for  1967.  This  is  $40 
million  under  the  1966  authorization  and  is  the  amount  requested  in 
the  budget  and  carried  in  the  House  bill  for  1967.  In  addition,  it  is 
anticipated  that  the  loan  volume  for  insured  farm  ownership  loans 
for  1967  will  be  $225  million  for  a  total  program  of  $230  million. 
This  compares  with  the  total  estimated  loan  program  for  1966  of 
$225  million. 

The  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1965,  approved  April 
30,  1965,  provided  an  appropriation  of  $7.1  million  for  land  conserva¬ 
tion  and  development  loans  authorized  pursuant  to  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965.  Under  this  authorization  loans 
may  be  made  to  improve  and  protect  the  land  from  erosion,  to  promote 
better  utilization  of  land  and  water  resources,  to  stabilize  the  agri¬ 
cultural  economy,  and  to  supplement  cost  share  grants  authorized  by 
Section  203  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act.  None 
of  the  funds  appropriated  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation 
Act  for  1965  were  utilized  for  these  purposes. 

The  Committee  concurs  in  the  action  by  the  House  to  deny  the 
request  for  1967  since  the  funds  previously  authorized  are  available 
for  use  in  1967. 

Soil  and  conservation  water  loans. — For  soil  and  water  conservation 
loans,  the  Committee  recommends  an  authorization  of  $85  million,  as 
proposed  in  the  budget  and  the  House  bill.  This  is  an  increase  of  $55 
million  over  1966.  The  increase  is  needed  for  soil  and  water  associa¬ 
tion  loans  to  public  bodies.  Public  Law  89-240  which  increased  the 
single  association  loan  to  $4  million  also  permits  loans  for  waste  dis¬ 
posal  facilities.  This  increase  and  authorization  has  greatly  accel¬ 
erated  the  demand  for  these  loans  to  public  bodies  including  both 
direct  and  insured  loans. 

Operating  loans. — An  authorization  of  $350  million  is  recommended 
for  farm  operating  loans.  This  authorization  is  $50  million  over  the 
amount  in  the  House  bill,  . the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate, 
and  the  authorization  for  1966.  The  Committee  also  recommends 
that  the  contingency  reserve  of  $50  million  which  was  requested  in 
the  budget  estimate  and  approved  by  the  House  be  stricken  from  the 
bill,  thereby  making  available  $350  million  for  farm  operating  loans 
for  the  fiscal  year. 

The  Committee  expects  that  the  increased  loan  authorization  will 
be  used  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  that  loans  be  made 


50 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  19  67 


only  to  borrowers  ineligible  for  credit  from  other  lending  sources  and 
that  the  agency  will  pursue  a  vigorous  policy  of  assisting  present 
borrowers  to  refinance  their  loans  with  other  lenders  as  soon  as  they 
become  eligible. 

RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 


1966  appropriations _ $20,  000,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  26,  000,  000 

House  bill _  26,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation -  26,  000,  000 


Section  306  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  89-240,  approved  October  7, 
1965,  provides  an  appropriation  authority  for  grants  for  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  comprehensive  plans  for  the  development  of  water  or  sewer 
systems.  Grants  made  under  this  authority  may  not  exceed  $5 
million  in  any  one  fiscal  year. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $26  million  for 
the  development  of  plans  for  water  or  sewer  systems  and  for  grants  | 
for  water  and  sewer  plants  for  fiscal  1967.  The  amount  recommended  * 
is  $6  million  over  the  appropriation  for  1966  and  is  the  same  amount 
as  the  budget  estimate  and  the  House  bill  for  1967. 

RURAL  HOUSING  DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Title  X  of  Public  Law  89-117  (Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Act  of  1965),  approved  August  10,  1965,  amends  title  V  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  a  Rural  Housing 
Direct  Loan  Account.  This  amendment  also  authorizes  the  transfer 
to  the  Rural  Housing  Direct  Loan  Account  of  (1)  all  funds,  claims, 
notes,  mortgages,  contracts,  and  property,  and  all  collections  and  pro¬ 
ceeds  therefrom  under  the  direct  loan  provisions  of  title  V  of  the 
Housing  Act  of  1949  and  any  unexpended  balances  of  amounts  bor¬ 
rowed  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  under  section  511  of  the 
Act,  and  (2)  all  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations  for  direct 
loans  under  title  V,  including  funds  authorized  for  direct  elderly 
rental  housing  loans  by  section  515(a)  of  the  Act. 

It  is  estimated  that  as  of  June  30,  1966,  this  loan  account  will  have  a 
balance  of  $105,393,359  and  that  during  1967  the  loan  collections  will  . 
increase  the  availability  to  $176,992,359.  During  1967  it  is  estimated  | 
that  loan  obligations  of  $15  million  will  be  made  against  the  account 
of  which  $10  million  will  be  for  building  loans  and  $5  million  for 
elderly  rental  housing  loans.  In  addition,  payments  of  interest  to 
the  Treasury  are  estimated  at  $22  million.  Thus,  the  projected 
balance  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1967  will  be  $139,992,359. 

During  fiscal  1967  most  rural  housing  loans  will  be  made  on  an 
insured  basis  under  the  new  Rural  Housing  Insurance  Fund. 

The  estimated  loan  volume  for  1966  approximates  $346,500,000 
of  which  $60,500,000  will  be  from  the  Direct  Loan  Account  and 
$286,000,000  from  the  Insured  Loan  Account.  The  estimated  volume 
of  insured  rural  housing  loans  for  1967  is  $375  million. 

RURAL  HOUSING  GRANTS 

The  Committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  House  to  deny  the 
budget  estimate  of  $4  million  for  rural  housing  grants  authorized  by 
Title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 
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RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 


1966  appropriations _ $3,  000,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  3,  000,  000 

House  bill _  3,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  000,  000 


Financial  assistance  to  provide  low  rent  housing  and  related  facilities 
for  domestic  farm  labor  was  authorized  by  Section  516  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  The  Committee  recommends  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $3  million  for  1967.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  House  bill,  the 
budget  estimate,  and  the  amount  appropriated  for  fiscal  1966. 

The  Committee  has  also  stricken  from  the  bill  the  words  “to  public 
nonprofit  organizations”.  This  language  change  was  recommended 
in  the  budget  estimate  in  order  to  clarify  the  question  of  eligibility 
and  to  make  the  appropriation  language  comparable  with  the  language 
in  the  law. 

RURAL  RENEWAL 


1966  appropriations _  $1,  200,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _ _  1,  200,  000 

House  bill _  1,  200,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  1,  200,  000 


The  rural  renewal  program  was  authorized  pursuant  to  Section  102 
of  the  Food  and  Agricultural  Act  of  1962.  Under  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  loans  are  made  to  local  agencies  or  groups  for  rural  renewal 
projects  specifically  related  to  conservation  and  land  utilization. 
For  the  loan  expenses  under  this  program  for  fiscal  1967,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  recommends  $1,200,000,  the  same  amount  as  for  1966  and  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  the  House  bill  for  1967. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


1966  appropriations _ : _ $49,  661,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  51,  600,  000 

House  bill _ : _  51,  057,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  51,  000,  000 


The  Committee  recommends  a  direct  appropriation  of  $51  million 
for  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  agency.  This  amount  is  $600,000 
under  the  budget  estimate,  a  decrease  of  $57,000  below  the  House  bill 
and  a  net  increase  of  $1,339,000  over  appropriations  for  1966.  The 
increase  over  1966  includes  $400,000  for  mandatory  Pay  Act  costs 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301,  and  an  increase  of  $939,000  to  be  used 
for  increased  administrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the  making 
and  servicing  of  loans  and  grants  under  the  various  programs  author¬ 
ized  to  be  administered  by  this  agency. 

In  addition,  the  Committee  has  approved  the  House  provision  of 
$500,000  to  be  derived  from  the  various  loan  funds  for  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  temporary  personnel,  together  with  $2,250,000  for  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Credit  Insurance  Fund.  Thus  there  is  available  to  the  agency 
for  administrative  expenses  a  total  of  $53,750,000  for  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  regular  program  activities. 

Since  1961  the  Congress  has  authorized  expansion  of  existing  pro¬ 
grams  and  additional  programs  to  be  administered  by  the  agency. 
The  volume  of  program  activity  for  all  types  of  loans  and  grants  in 
1961  amounted  to  approximately  $395  million  and  this  volume  had 
increased  to  an  estimated  $1,185,000,000  for  1966  and  the  current 
estimated  volume  for  1967  of  $1,287,000,000. 

This  Committee  has  strongly  recommended  increases  in  appropria¬ 
tions  requested  to  provide  adequate  administrative  funds  for  the 
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agency.  For  example,  in  1961  the  comparable  appropriation  in¬ 
cluding  transfers  totals  $36,644,000  and  the  corresponding  figures  for 
1966  total  $61,180,000.  The  direct  appropriation  and  transfer  funds 
from  various  sources  for  administative  expenses  as  recommended  by 
the  Committee  for  1967  total  $61,559,000. 

The  Committee  has  recently  been  advised  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  that  the  agency  expects  to  utilize  $1,800,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tion  for  fiscal  1966  to  purchase  a  computer  to  be  used  at  the  National 
Finance  Office  in  St.  Louis,  Missouri. 

The  Committee  notes  that  the  rural  housing  program  is  continuing 
to  make  good  progress.  Under  the  legislation  enacted  a  year  ago,  the 
agency  is  now  authorized  to  make  housing  loans  in  rural  towns  of 
population  up  to  5,500 — to  applicants  unable  to  obtain  credit  on 
reasonable  terms  from  private  lending  institutions. 

The  Committee  believes  that  there  may  be  a  great  potential  for  the 
expansion  of  housing  in  rural  areas.  Improved  and  modern  housing 
will  help  to  stabilize  rural  communities  which  may  in  turn  encourage 
the  development  of  light  industry  in  some  rural  areas.  | 

Agency  officials  are  requested  to  place  RH  loan  servicing  on  a  basis  ^ 
more  compatible  with  private  lending  institutions  especially  for  those 
borrowers  who  pay  installments  by  check,  draft  or  money  order. 
More  businesslike  procedures  will  immediately  reduce  agency  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  as  borrowers  deal  on  a  direct  payment  basis  with 
the  National  Finance  Office  The  successful  use  of  a  direct  payment 
procedure  will  serve  to  demonstrate  to  private  lenders  that  FHA 
borrowers  are  good  housing  loan  risks  and  may  stimulate  private 
lenders  to  refinance  FHA  loans  and  to  make  more  rural  housing  loans 
from  their  own  resources. 

The  present  billing  and  collection  procedures  used  by  FHA  are  too 
costly  and  time  consuming  both  on  the  part  of  the  borrower  and  the 
agency,  and  result  in  unwarranted  county  office  administrative  ex¬ 
pense.  The  changes  recommended  above  can  be  promptly  instituted 
and  the  committee  will  expect  prompt  action  to  be  taken  in  this  regard. 

The  Committee  directs  therefor  that  immediate  steps  be  taken  to 
initiate  a  direct  loan  housing  payment  procedure  with  the  objective  of 
transferring  most  borrowers  to  a  direct  monthly  payment  procedure  by 
the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  1967.  Direct  payment  servicing  procedures 
on  soil  and  water,  and  farm  ownership  loans  should  also  be  developed  | 
within  fiscal  1967. 

The  Committee  is  also  concerned  about  the  failure  of  the  agency — 
in  spite  of  its  periodic  visits  and  counseling  of  borrowers — to  reevaluate 
the  financial  progress  of  borrowers  and  to  assist  them  in  securing  re¬ 
financing  from  other  credit  sources  when  their  financial  progress  makes 
them  eligible.  There  appears  to  be  some  tendency  to  perpetuate  loans 
and  to  continue  advancing  annual  production  credit  to  borrowers  who 
have  become  eligible  to  obtain  credit  from  local  sources. 

The  recent  reports  by  the  GAO  have  questioned  the  effectiveness  of 
agency  operational  procedures  followed  by  agency  personnel  in  regard 
to  refinancing  of  existing  loans.  The  report  by  the  GAO,  dated  May 
26,  1966,  clearly  shows  the  need  for  some  corrective  action.  Any 
practice  of  continuing  credit  after  borrowers  are  able  to  refinance  with 
other  lenders  reduces  the  capability  of  the  agency  to  make  the  most 
effective  use  of  limited  loan  funds  available  to  it. 

It  also  results  in  unnecessary  administrative  expense  resulting  from 
maintaining  loan  accounts  and  the  supervision  of  borrowers  after  they 
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are  able  and  eligible  for  credit  elsewhere,  as  a  result  of  financial 
assistance  rendered  by  the  FHA  loans.  The  committee  expects  the 
agency  to  conduct  a  prompt  and  orderly  review  of  the  situations 
reported  in  the  GAO  reports  and  to  report  to  committee  next  year  on 
the  results  of  such  review  including  the  number  and  amounts  of  loans 
by  type  that  have  been  refinanced  as  a  result  of  the  review,  together 
with  corrective  measures  taken  to  preclude  a  future  recurrence. 

The  Committee  is  concerned  about  recent  administrative  action 
recommended  to  disperse  the  important  appraisal  responsibility  for 
real  estate  loans  to  over  1,632  county  office  supervisors  and  to  base  the 
farm  ownership  loan  values  principally  upon  market  value  rather  than 
the  potential  earnings  capabilities.  Continuation  of  the  projected 
decentralized  appraisal  program  can  easily  result  in  impairment  of  the 
excellent  repayment  record  for  the  farm  ownership  loan  program  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  agency.  Similarly,  appraisal  functions  of  all 
specialized  loan  programs  should  not  be  delegated  to  county  offices 
except  in  special  cases,  but  retained  at  a  level  within  the  state  organiza¬ 
tion  wherein  qualified  appraisal  capability  is  located.  The  Committee 
expects  therefor  that  the  appraisal  responsibility  will  be  restored  to 
more  qualified  agency  personnel  in  the  district  offices. 

The  Committee  expects  that  action  will  be  taken  to  assure  prudent 
valuation  criteria  for  farm  ownership  loans  and  to  return  the  appraisal 
function  for  such  loans  to  more  qualified  and  experienced  district 
supervisors. 

TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 


Source  of  funds 

1966  appro¬ 
priation 

Budget 

estimates 

1967 

House  bill 
1967 

Senate 

Committee 

1967 

By  appropriation . . . . 

$8, 192, 000 
(4, 000, 000) 

$8, 546, 000 
(4,  000, 000) 

$8, 342, 000 
(4, 150, 000 

$8, 546, 000 
(4, 000, 000) 

By  transfer  from  premium  income . __ 

Total  funds  available . 

12, 192, 000 

12, 546,  000 

12, 492, 000 

12, 546, 000 

The  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  is  a  wholly  owned  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  created  February  16,  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1501)  to 
carry  out  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act.  The  purpose  of  this  act 
is  to  promote  the  national  welfare  by  improving  the  economic  stability 
of  agriculture  through  a  sound  system  of  crop  insurance  and  providing 
the  means  for  research  and  experience  helpful  in  devising  and  estab¬ 
lishing  such  insurance. 

Crop  insurance  offered  to  agricultural  producers  by  the  Corporation 
provides  protection  from  losses  caused  by  unavoidable  natural  haz¬ 
ards  such  as  insect  and  wildlife  damage  plant  diseases,  fire,  drought, 
flood,  wind,  and  other  weather  conditions.  It  does  not  indemnify 
producers  for  losses  resulting  from  negligence  or  failure  to  observe 
good  farming  practices. 

Administrative  and  operating  expenses  for  the  Federal  Crop  Insur¬ 
ance  Corporation  are  financed  by  appropriation  and  by  transfer  from 
premium  income.  The  total  fund  recommended  by  the  Committee 
from  both  sources  is  $12,546,000.  This  is  an  increase  of  $354,000 
over  1966  and  is  the  amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  a  net  increase 
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over  the  House  bill  of  $54,000.  The  increases  over  1966  include 
$65,000  for  mandatory  Pay  Act  costs  and  $289,000  for  increased 
administrative  expenses.  Increased  operating  expenses  result  from 
the  expanded  program  authorized  to  include  40  additional  counties 
and  to  extend  the  number  of  crops  insured  from  491,000  to  506,000 
estimated  for  1966. 

The  direct  appropriation  recommended  by  the  Committee  is 
$8,546,000,  an  increase  of  $354,000  over  1966  and  the  amount  of  the 
budget  estimate  and  an  increase  of  $204,000  over  the  amount  in  the 
House  bill.  The  Committee  recommends  that  the  amount  of  admin¬ 
istrative  expense  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  premium  income  be 
limited  to  $4  million  as  requested  in  the  budget  estimate,  a  decrease 
of  $150,000  under  the  amount  approved  by  the  House  and  the  same 
amount  as  provided  by  transfer  for  fiscal  1966. 

The  Committee  is  concerned  about  the  effect  of  present  limitation 
in  the  Crop  Insurance  Act,  as  amended,  affecting  the  use  of  premium 
income  for  operating  expenses.  It  has  been  advised  that  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  may  not  include  in  its  premium  rate  structure  amounts  to  cover 
administrative  expenses  and  direct  costs  of  loss  adjustments. 

Section  508(b)  of  the  Act  authorizes  adequate  premiums  at  such 
rates  as  deemed  necessary  to  cover  claims  for  crop  losses  and  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  reasonable  reserve  against  unforeseen  losses. 

Agency  officials  maintain  that  due  to  the  present  limitation  in  the 
law  the  funds  used  from  premium  income  deplete  the  capital  reserves. 
The  1967  budget  projects  a  capital  account  balance  at  the  end  of  1965 
of  $41.9  million,  and  the  latest  estimated  balance  at  the  end  of  1966 
is  about  $31  million. 

In  view  of  these  developments,  the  Committee  believes  that  the 
Department  should  develop  and  send  to  the  Congress  legislative 
recommendations  prescribing  an  up-to-date  formula  for  establishing 
criteria  and  limitations  for  charging  administrative  and  operating 
costs  from  premium  income  and  from  regular  appropriations. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 


1966  appropriations _ $2,  800,  000,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  3,  555,  855,  000 

House  bill _  3,  500,  000,  000 

Committee  recommendation _  3,  555,  855,  000 


The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $3,555,855,000  to 
reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  under  this  appropria¬ 
tion  heading.  The  amount  recommended  will  fully  reimburse  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  1965  realized  losses  of  $3,048,- 
020,744  incurred  in  the  conduct  of  regular  price  support,  export, 
supply,  and  related  farm  program  costs  incurred  in  that  fiscal  year,  it 
also  includes  the  balance  of  unreimbursed  realized  losses  incurred  in 
fiscal  1964  in  the  amount  of  $507,834,256.  The  appropriation  recom¬ 
mended  is  the  amount  requested  in  the  budget  estimate  and  is  an 
increase  of  $55,855,000  over  the  House  bill  and  $755,855,000  over  the 
appropriation  for  1966  for  this  purpose. 

Public  Law  87-155,  approved  August  17,  *1961,  authorizes  the 
restoration  of  capital  impairment  by  reimbursement  appropriation. 
With  the  action  taken  in  the  Appropriation  Act  for  1966,  together 
with  the  amount  included  by  the  Committee  in  this  bill,  all  prior 
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year  unreimbursed  losses  have  been  appropriated  for,  as  requested 
by  law,  with  the  exception  of  the  unreimbursed  loss  of  fiscal  1961  in 
the  amount  of  $1,057,000,000.  This  is  the  unreimbursed  balance  of 
the  revaluation  of  the  inventory  loss  incurred  in  that  fiscal  year. 

The  action  of  the  Executive  Branch  in  requesting  appropriations  to 
clean  up  in  arrears  for  net  realized  losses  is  beginning  to  produce 
results  in  terms  of  reflecting  the  fiscal  year  costs  of  price  support  and 
related  activities  as  soon  thereafter  as  they  can  properly  be  accounted 
for  in  the  books  of  account  of  the  Corporation  and  funds  for  reimburse¬ 
ment  can  be  requested  and  obtained  from  the  Congress  in  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Act. 

The  appropriations  made  for  this  purpose  do  not  in  any  way  affect 
the  rate  of  expenditure  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  the 
conduct  of  the  several  authorized  farm  programs,  but  simply  move  in 
the  direction  of  returning  to  an  orderly  and  appropriate  way  of  appro¬ 
priating  for  net  realized  costs  as  promptly  as  possible  as  they  are 
sustained  and  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  Public  Law  87-155. 
The  Committee  expects  that  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1968  will  include 
the  full  amoimt  for  the  realized  losses  for  fiscal  year  1966,  the  current 
fiscal  year,  and  its  balance  of  $1,057,000,000  from  1961,  so  that  a  year 
from  now  the  appropriations  for  this  purpose  will  be  on  a  current  basis. 

As  the  bill  came  to  the  Senate  from  the  House,  it  contained  a  pro¬ 
vision  precluding  the  use  of  any  funds  appropriated  in  the  Act  to 
formulate  or  administer  programs  for  the  sale  of  agricultural 
commodities  under  titles  I  and  IV  of  Public  Law  480  to  any  nation 
which  sells  or  furnishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its 
registry  to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  any  equipment,  materials, 
or  commodities  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed  by  a  Communist 
regime. 

It  is  believed  that  there  is  general  agreement  with  the  objectives 
of  this  amendment.  However,  it  would  preclude  effective  operation 
not  only  of  Public  Law  480  during  fiscal  1967,  but  would  also  encroach 
upon  the  authority  that  the  committee  believes  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States  should  have  in  the  conduct  of  his  responsibilities. 
The  Committee  conducted  a  special  hearing  at  which  time  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Department  of  State  presented  alternative  amendments 
for  consideration  by  the  Committee  in  lieu  of  the  language  as  passed 
by  the  House  of  Representatives. 

After  careful  consideration  of  this  entire  matter,  the  Committee 
recommends  that  the  following  language  in  the  House  passed  bill  be 
stricken : 

:  Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
used  to  formulate  or  administer  programs  for  the  sale  of 
agricultural  commodities  pursuant  to  Titles  I  or  IV  of  Public 
Law  480,  83rd  Congress,  as  amended,  to  any  nation  which 
sells  or  furnishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its 
registry  to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  any  equipment,  ma¬ 
terials  or  commodities,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed 
by  a  Communist  regime 

In  lieu  of  the  language  stricken,  the  Committee  recommends  that 
the  following  provision  be  inserted  in  the  bill: 

:  Provided,  1  hat  unless  the  President  determines  that  the  national 
interest  requires  otherwise,  no  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 
shall  be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  programs  for  the  sale  of 
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agricultural  commodities  pursuant  to  titles  I  or  IV  oj  Public 
Law  480,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  to  any  nation 
which  sells  or  furnishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft  under 
its  registry  to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  any  equipment, 
materials,  or  commodities,  so  long  as  hostilities  are  in  progress 
in  Vietnam 

This  provision  would  give  authority  to  the  President  to  use  funds 
appropriated  under  the  bill  for  sales  under  titles  I  and  IV  of  Public 
Law  480,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  purchasing  country 
trades  or  permits  its  ships  to  carry  equipment,  materials,  or  commodi¬ 
ties  to  Viet-Nam. 

The  exercise  of  this  authority  would,  however,  be  contingent  on 
the  President’s  making  specific  determination  that  the  national  in¬ 
terest  requires  the  use  of  funds  for  that  purpose.  Two  years  ago, 
in  making  supplemental  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  for  fiscal  1965  Public  Law  89-2,  the  Committee  dealt  with  a 
similar  provision  and  a  similar  provision  is  found  in  other  acts  to  carry 
out  programs  which  are  otherwise  prohibited.  The  Committee  rec-{ 
ommends  the  adoption  of  the  substitute  amendment. 

PROGRAM  PAYMENTS  AND  COMMODITY  LOANS 

During  the  hearings,  the  Department  was  requested  to  compile 
and  furnish  the  committee  with  a  tabulation  showing  all  payments  and 
loans  made  during  calendar  1965  for  the  several  authorized  farm 
programs.  The  data  furnished  to  the  committee  has  been  summarized 
and  is  printed  in  this  report.  These  data  show  that  during  calendar 
1965,  program  payments  totaled  $2,253,347,000  and  commodity 
loans  exceeded  $1,890  million. 

As  of  the  end  of  the  calendar  year  1965  loans  were  still  being  made 
on  1965  crops  such  as  grains  and  cotton.  A  large  percentage  of  price- 
support  loans  are  redeemed  and  interest  thereon  paid  by  the  farmer. 
Redeemed  commodities  are  not  acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and,  therefore,  direct  government  cost  is  not  incurred. 
The  tables  which  follow  show  only  data  supplied  for  loans  made  as 
of  last  December  31  and  do  not  reflect  any  redemptions  or  repay¬ 
ments  since  that  date. 

For  some  commodities,  the  loans  are  made  directly  to  Cooperatives 
which,  in  turn,  make  individual  loans  to  producers.  In  such  instances, 
the  number  of  CCC  loans  made,  as  here  reported,  does  not  represent 
the  number  of  loans  to  producers. 

The  expenditures  for  payments  under  the  sugar,  wool,  and  under 
the  wheat  certificate  program  for  1965,  do  not  result  in  any  cost  to 
the  Federal  Treasury  when  revenues  to  the  Treasury  from  various 
sources  in  connection  with  tax  and  other  authorized  collections  are 
considered.  A  brief  description  of  payments  and  revenue  receipts 
follows : 

Sugar  program  payments  are  made  pursuant  to  authority  of  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948,  P.L.  80-388,  as  amended.  These  payments, 
including  operating  expenses,  made  through  fiscal  year  1965  total 
$1,738,578,244.  The  total  tax  collections  through  the  same  period 
were  $2,283,454,516.  The  excess  of  tax  collections  over  sugar  pro¬ 
gram  payments  total  $544,876,272  through  June  30,  1965.  The  tax 
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collections  for  the  calendar  year  1965  totaled  $98,370,000,  compared 
to  payments  of  $77,195,000,  leaving  a  favorable  balance  of  $21,175,000 
over  payments  in  the  general  revenue  fund. 

Wool  payments  are  made  pursuant  to  authority  of  the  National 
Wool  Act  of  1954,  P.L.  83-690,  as  amended.  Total  available  receipts 
(70%  of  duties  collected)  from  passage  of  the  act  through  1965  totaled 
$886,099,215  as  compared  with  total  payments  through  the  same 
period  of  $468,473,322,  representing  an  excess  of  available  receipts 
to  the  general  revenue  funds  over  wool  program  payments  in  the 
amount  of  $417,625,893.  During  the  1965  calendar  year,  the  avail¬ 
able  receipts  (70%  of  duties  collected)  amounted  to  $121,476,656  as 
compared  to  payments  of  $17,926,000,  for  a  net  treasury  balance 
over  program  expenditures  of  $103,550,656  for  calendar  1965. 

Wheat  Marketing  Certificates  were  authorized  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1964,  P.L.  88-297,  approved  April  11,  1964.  Under 
this  act,  receipts  for  certificates  sold  to  processors  and  exporters 
during  the  calendar  year  1965  totaled  $551  million.  Payments  to 
farmers  for  wheat  certificates  during  the  1965  calendar  year,  and  for 
the  1965  program,  as  reported,  totaled  $487  million. 

The  summary  of  payments  and  loans  by  program  and  by  com¬ 
modity  follow: 
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LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

1966  appropriations -  ($36,  650,  000) 

1967  budget  estimate - - -  (34,  300,  000) 

House  biU _ _ _  (34,  300,  000) 

Committee  recommendation _  (34,  300,  000) 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  engages  in  buying,  selling, 
lending,  and  other  activities  with  respect  to  agricultural  commodities, 
their  products,  food,  feeds,  and  fibers.  Its  purposes  include  stabil¬ 
izing,  supporting,  and  protecting  farm  income  and  prices;  assisting 
in  the  maintenance  of  balance  and  adequate  supplies  of  such  com¬ 
modities;  and  facilitating  their  orderly  distribution.  The  Corporation 
also  makes  available  materials  and  facilities  required  in  connection 
with  the  production  and  marketing  of  such  commodities. 

The  Corporation  has  an  authorized  capital  stock  of  $100  million 
held  by  the  United  States  and  authority  to  borrow  up  to  $14.5  billion. 
Funds  are  borrowed  from  the  Federal  Treasury  and  may  also  be  bor¬ 
rowed  from  private  lending  agencies.  In  connection  with  loan  guar¬ 
antees,  the  Corporation  reserves  a  sufficient  amount  of  its  borrowingl 
authority  to  purchase  at  any  time  all  notes  and  other  obligations’ 
evidencing  loans  made  by  lending  agencies  or  certificates  of  interest 
issued  in  connection  with  the  financing  of  price-support  operations. 
All  bonds,  notes,  debentures,  and  similar  obligations  issued  by  the 
Corporation  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
as  required  by  the  act  of  March  8,  1939  (15  U.S.C.  713a-4). 

The  Committee  recommends  a  limitation  on  administrative  expenses 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  in  the  amount  of  $34,300,000. 
This  is  a  decrease  of  $2,350,000  under  the  limitation  for  1966  and  is 
the  same  amount  as  the  budget  estimate  and  the  amount  approved  in 
the  House  bill. 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 


By  various  statutes  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  used  to 
finance  programs  dealing  with  the  export  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  for  reimbursements  under  Public  Law  480,  as  amended  and  other 
authorities  described  below: 


Public  Law  480 

The  Committee  recommends  a  total  appropriation  of  $1,617, 000, 000j 
for  the  various  titles  of  Public  Law  480.  This  is  a  net  decrease  of 
$41  million  under  the  appropriations  for  1966  and  the  amount  re¬ 
quested  in  the  budget  and  provided  in  the  House  bill.  The  amounts 
recommended  for  each  title  are  described  below: 


By  titles 

1966 

appropriation 

1967 

estimate 

1967 

House  bill 

1967  Senate 
committee 

I.  Sale  of  commodities  for  foreign 
currencies _ _  — 

$1, 144,  000, 000 

$1, 040, 000, 000 

$1, 040, 000, 000 

$1, 040, 000, 000 

II.  Emergency  famine  relief  to  friendly 
peoples - -  - - 

298, 500, 000 

200, 000,  000 

200, 000, 000 

200, 000, 000 

IV.  Long-term  credit  and  supply 
contracts . . . . 

215, 500, 000 

377, 000, 000 

377,000,000 

377, 000, 000 

Total. . . . . 

1, 658, 000, 000 

1, 617, 000, 000 

1,617, 000,000 

1,617,000,000 

For  Title  I,  “Sales  of  Commodities  for  Foreign  Currencies”:  Under 
this  authorization  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  is  made 
to  friendly  countries  and  payment  is  made  in  the  currency  of  the  re- 
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cipient  country.  An  appropriation  of  $1,040,000,000  is  recommended. 
This  is  a  decrease  of  $104  million  under  1966  and  is  the  amount  of 
the  estimate  and  the  House  bill. 

The  reductions  under  1966  arise  from  the  cost  of  financing  exports 
of  wheat  and  cotton.  These  costs  are  lower  due  to  the  elimination  of 
wheat  marketing  certificates  and  the  equalization  payments  applicable 
to  cotton  exports.  Ocean  transportation  costs  are  estimated  to  be 
lower  since  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  will  only  be  required 
to  finance  the  extent  of  the  differential  between  U.S.  and  foreign 
flag  rates.  This  provision  of  Public  Law  88-638,  approved  October  8, 
1964,  will  have  full  impact  upon  shipments  made  during  fiscal  1967. 

For  Title  II,  “Commodities  disposed  of  for  Emergency  Famine 
Relief”:  Under  this  title  of  Public  Law  480,  surplus  stocks  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  may  be  transferred  on  a  grant  basis 
to  meet  emergency  and  famine  relief  needs.  Grants  are  also  made  for 
economic  development  by  funds  available  to  the  Agency  for  Inter¬ 
national  Development.  An  appropriation  of  $200,000,000  is  recom¬ 
mended.  This  is  a  decrease  of  $98,500,000  under  the  1966  appropria¬ 
tion  and  is  the  amount  of  the  estimate  and  the  House  bill. 

The  reduction  is  due  to  an  unobligated  balance  of  $83,000,000 
which  is  available  for  1967,  together  with  an  estimated  net  reduction 
in  quantity  of  the  various  commodity  shipments  and  the  cost  of  such 
shipments  as  described  under  Title  I. 

For  title  IV,  “Long-Term  Credit  and  Supply  Contracts”:  The 
Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $377,000,000.  This  is 
an  increase  of  $161,500,000  over  1966  and  is  the  amount  of  the  esti¬ 
mate  and  the  House  bill. 

The  increased  funds  are  needed  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  costs  incurred  in  prior  year  programs,  and  in  order 
to  place  the  financing  of  this  program  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis. 

Under  the  authorization  of  this  title,  sales  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  are  made  on  a  long-term  dollar  credit  basis  pursuant  to 
agreements  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  foreign 
nations,  including  private  trade  or  financial  institutions  acting  on  be¬ 
half  of  such  foreign  nations.  The  objective  of  this  program  is  to 
assist  in  the  economic  development  of  such  countries  by  opening  up 
new  markets  on  a  long-term  cash  basis.  The  sale  agreements  provide 
for  delivery  of  commodities  over  a  ten-year  period.  The  commodities 
must  be  in  surplus  at  the  time  of  export  and  are  to  be  used  within  the 
recipient  country.  Credit  periods  for  such  export  agreements  run 
a  maximum  of  20  years. 

International  Wheat  Agreement 


1966  appropriations _  $27,  544,  000 

1967  budget  estimate _  60,  000,  000 

House  bill _ _ _ * _  40,  000,  000 


Committee  recommendation _ : _ _ _  _ 

The  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1967  was  $60  million,  and  the  House 
bill  approved  $40  million,  an  increase  of  $12,456,000  over  1966  and  $20 
million  under  the  estimate.  The  Committee  has  not  included  any 
funds  in  the  bill  to  finance  expenses  under  this  heading. 

The  International  Wheat  Act  was  first  enacted  in  1949  and  has  been 
amended  and  extended  from  time  to  time.  A  bill  to  extend  the  Act 
through  July  31,  1966  (S.  2294)  passed  the  Senate  on  July  23,  1965. 
It  is  now  apparent  that  this  bill  will  not  be  acted  upon  by  the  House 
of  Representatives. 
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The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  been  financing  the  export 
payments  on  wheat  since  August  1,  1965  and  will  continue  to  finance 
this  program  under  its  commodity  export  authority  (Section  5,  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act)  in  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967. 
These  costs  will  be  included  in  the  net  realized  losses  of  the  Corporation 
to  be  reimbursed  from  appropriations  in  subsequent  fiscal  years. 

BARTERED  MATERIALS  FOR  SUPPLEMENTAL  STOCKPILE 

1966  appropriations _  _ 

1967  budget  estimate _ _ _  $13,  000,  000 

House  bill - - - - - - 

Committee  recommendation _  _ 

The  Committee  concurs  in  the  action  by  the  House  to  deny  an  ap¬ 
propriation  for  expenses  related  to  acquisition  costs  of  strategic  and 
other  materials  transferred  to  the  supplemental  stockpile  in  exchange 
for  agricultural  commodities. 

There  is  still  $30  million  available  from  prior  appropriations  for 
use  in  fiscal  1967.  If  the  activity  under  this  program  should  increase 
during  fiscal  1967  additional  funds  can  be  requested,  but  at  this  time 
it  appears  that  carry-over  funds  will  be  adequate  to  meet  the  program 
D66(ls 

TITLE  IV— KELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

1966  appropriations _  ($3,  018,  000) 

1967  budget  estimate _ _ _  (3,  032,  000) 

House  bill _ _ _ _ _  (3,032,000) 

Committee  recommendation _ • _ ?. -  (3,  032,  000) 

The  full  budget  estimate  of  $3,032,000  for  administrative  expenses  is 
recommended  for  1967.  This  is  an  increase  of  $14,000  over  1966  for 
Pay  Act  costs,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-301. 

The  Administration  supervises,  examines  and  provides  facilities  and 
services  to  a  coordinated  system  of  Farm  Credit  banks  and  associations 
making  loans  to  farmers  and  their  cooperatives.  A  fundamental 
principle  of  supervision  is  the  encouragement  and  development  of 
agricultural  cooperative  agencies,  rendering  constructive  credit  service 
to  farmers  at  minimum  cost  and  with  complete  farmer  ownership  an 
ultimate  objective  of  the  agencies  supervised.  Services  and  facilities 
furnished  by  the  Administration  facilitate  the  operations  of  the  banks 
and  associations  under  its  supervision  and  their  progress  towards 
farmer  ownership.  Typical  services  are:  custody  of  collateral  for 
bonds  and  debentures,  assistance  in  financing  and  investments,  credit 
analysis,  development  of  land  appraisal  standards  and  policies, 
preparation  of  reports  and  budgets,  and  preparation  and  distribution 
of  information  on  farm  credit.  All  expenses  of  these  activities  are 
paid  by  assessments  collected  from  the  banks  and  associations  of  the 
Farm  Credit  System. 

The  original  authority  for  the  organization  and  activities  of  the 
Farm  Credit  System  may  be  found  in  the  Federal  Farm  Loan  Act 
approved  July  17,  1916.  This  year  marks  the  50th  anniversary  of 
federally  authorized  agencies  dealing  with  farm  credit  programs  which 
have  contributed  so  much  to  providing  long  and  short  term  credit  to 
farmers.  From  time  to  time  the  authorities  of  the  Farm  Credit 
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Administration  have  been  revised  and  extended.  Executive  Order 
6084,  dated  March  27,  1933,  together  with  the  Farm  Credit  Act  of 
1933,  approved  June  16,  1933  was  designed  to  assist  the  Farm  Credit 
Administration  with  the  necessary  authorization  to  cope  with  the 
depressed  farm  mortgage  and  related  farm  credit  situation  of  the 
early  thirties. 

Since  then,  several  amendments  to  the  basic  legislation  have  been 
authorized  by  Congress.  Employment  by  a  national  farm  loan 
association  prior  to  July  1,  1935  shall  be  creditable  service  for  retire¬ 
ment  purposes.  Since  December  4,  1953,  the  Administration  has 
been  an  independent  agency  under  the  direction  of  a  Federal  Farm 
Credit  Board  (12  U.S.C.  636b).  The  Administration,  originally 
created  by  Executive  Order  No.  6084  on  May  27,  1933,  was  transferred 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  July  1,  1939,  byReorganization 
Plan  No.  1. 

National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber 


1966  appropriations _  0) 

1967  budget  estimate _ $645,  000 

House  bill _ 350,  000 

Committee  recommendation _ , _  600,  000 


1  A  total  of  $200,000  was  transferred  from  agencies  of  the  Department  to  cover  expenses  in  fiscal  1966. 

This  Commission  was  established  by  Executive  Order  11256,  dated 
November  4,  1965.  According  to  that  order,  the  principal  objectives 
of  the  Commission  shall  be: 

(1)  To  make  a  comprehensive  study  and  appraisal  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  economic  situation  and  trends  in  American  farming,  includ¬ 
ing  productivity,  costs,  prices,  incomes,  farm  employment,  labor 
standards,  foreign  trade,  and  related  matters; 

(2)  To  evaluate  existing  and  alternative  agricultural  policies 
and  foreign  trade  policies  related  thereto  in  terms  of  the  national 
interest,  the  welfare  of  farmers,  workers,  consumers,  rural  Ameri¬ 
cans,  and  the  general  public;  their  effects  on  the  performance  of 
the  economy  and  on  foreign  relations;  and  their  implications  for 
the  optimum  allocation  of  Federal  resources  among  national  ob¬ 
jectives;  and 

(3)  To  develop  such  recommendations  for  action  by  Govern¬ 
ment  or  private  enterprise  as  it  deems  appropriate  to  advance  the 
general  public  interest. 

According  to  testimony  received  by  the  Committee,  the  Commission 
shall  submit  its  final  report  and  recommendations  to  the  Interdepart¬ 
mental  Committee  which  was  established  by  this  Executive  Order 
not  later  than  July  11,  1967.  The  Commission  shall  then  completely 
terminate  within  90  days  after  the  submission  of  its  final  report,  at 
which  time  the  Interdepartmental  Committee  shall  also  terminate. 

As  indicated  in  the  above  listing  of  the  scope  of  its  studies,  this 
Commission  shall  examine  into  agricultural  policies  distinct  and  apart 
from  the  examination  and  report  of  the  Food  Marketing  Commission. 

The  Committee  recommends  an  appropriation  of  $600,000  for  the 
complete  and  final  expenses  of  the  operating  cost  of  the  Commission. 
This  is  an  increase  of  $250,000  over  the  House  bill  and  is  $45,000 
under  the  budget  estimate. 

The  funds  recommended  by  the  Committee  are  to  constitute  the 
full  amount  available  to  the  Commission  in  fiscal  1967  for  its  study, 
its  final  report  and  for  termination  costs. 
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Budget  estimates, 
1967  compared  with 
appropriations,  1966 

+$39,450,639 

+39, 450, 639 

+14,795, 784 

+54, 246, 423 

Budget  estimates, 
1967 

$445, 000, 000 

927,000 

445,927,000 

37, 373, 000 

483, 300, 000 

Appropriations, 

1966 

$405,549,361 

927,000 

406,476,361 

22,577,216 

429, 053, 577 
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+2,980,000 

+2, 388, 000 

+227, 000 

+5, 595,  000 

+150, 000 

+303,000 

+824,  000 

+55, 000, 000 

+10,000,000 

+100,000,000 

+165,824,000 

+261, 000 

+3, 000, 000 

-400,000 

+2, 600,  000 

+215, 000 

-255,  000 

+3, 441, 000 

+2, 388, 000 

+5, 789,  000 

-365,000 

+141, 000 

-80,000 

+84, 000, 000 

+29, 000, 000 

+100,000,000 

+212, 920, 000 

. 

-30,000 

+3, 317, 600 

+282, 600 

+89,000 

+3, 689, 000 

+8,000 

+433,000 

+289,000 

+3, 669,  000 

+83,000 

+2,  418, 000 

+227,  000 

+7, 119, 000 

+400,000 

-492,000 

+5,927,000 

+2, 000,  000 

+10,000,000 

+20, 008, 000 

+37, 935, 000 

+597, 000 

78, 917, 500 

8, 139, 600 

3,113,000 

2, 654, 000 

92, 824,  000 

1, 175, 000 

109, 235,  000 

6, 142,  000 

70,  000,  000 

25, 654,  000 

18, 500,  000 

4,  574,  000 

234, 105,  000 

12, 182,  000 

13, 575,  000 

83, 581,  000 

1, 750,  000 

105, 000, 000 

7  167, 000, 000 

•  100, 000, 000 

457, 331,  000 

21, 349, 000 

75, 917, 500 

8, 139, 500 

3, 113, 000 

2, 654,  000 

89, 824,  000 

1, 175,  000 

109, 235, 000 

6, 142,  000 

67, 020,  000 

25, 654,  000 

16, 112, 000 

4, 347, 000 

228, 510,  000 

12,  032, 000 

13, 272,  000 

82, 757,  000 

1, 750,  000 

6  50, 000, 000 

7  157, 000, 000 

(•) 

291,  507, 000 

«  21, 088, 000 

75,917, 500 

8, 139, 500 

3, 113, 000 

3,  054, 000 

90, 224, 000 

1, 175,  000 

109,  020,  000 

6, 397,  000 

66, 559,  000 

25, 654, 000 

16,112,000 

4, 574,  000 

228, 316,  000 

12, 547, 000 

13,  434,  000 

83,661,000 

1, 750,  000 

21, 000, 000 

7  138, 000, 000 

(•) 

244, 411, 000 

m  21, 379, 000 

75, 600, 000 

7, 857, 000 

3. 113.  000 

2, 565, 000 

89, 135,  000 

1, 167, 000 

108, 802,  000 

5, 853, 000 

66, 331,  000 

25, 571, 000 

16, 082, 000 

4, 347, 000 

226, 986,  000 

11, 782,  000 

14, 067,  000 

77, 654,  000 

1, 750, 000 

103, 000, 000 

7  157, 000, 000 

«  79, 992, 000 

419, 396, 000 

io  20, 752, 000 
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See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  69. 
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Library  facilities. 
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See  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  69. 
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89th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1335 


[Report  No.  1370] 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  27, 1966 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

July  12, 1966 

Reported  by  Mr.  Holland,  with  amendments 
[Omit  tlie  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes;  namely: 


IT 


2 


1  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

2  TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 

3  Agricultural  Research  Service 

4  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

5  Eor  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 

6  relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 

7  consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 

8  animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran- 

9  tine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided ,  That  appropriations 

10  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 

11  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 

12  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000 

13  shall  be  available  for  employment  imder  section  15  of  the 

14  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further , 

15  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  the 

16  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of 

17  not  to  exceed  two  for  replacement  only:  Provided  further, 

18  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant 

19  to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  con- 

20  struction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve- 

21  ments,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  construct- 

22  ing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses  connecting  green- 

23  houses)  shall  not  exceed  $20,000,  except  for  six  buildings 

24  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
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$45,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building 
during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 
Provided  further,  That  the  limitations  on  alterations  con¬ 
tained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $100,000 
for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  home 
economics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at 
a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100;  $-1-20,673,000  $123,- 
844,600,  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  from 
funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1935,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred 
to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation,  of  which  $10,619,000 
$11,869,000  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  con¬ 
struction  and  improvement  of  facilities  without  regard  to 
limitations  contained  herein,  and  $5y404-,300  $3,965,700 
shall  be  used  to  continue  research  activities  scheduled  for 
reduction  or  elimination  in  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967 : 
Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not 
apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the 


4 


1  Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113a)  :  Provided  further, 

2  That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  be  used 

3  to  formulate  a  budget  estimate  for  focal  1968  of  more  than 

4  $ 15,000,000  for  research  to  be  financed  by  transfer  from 

5  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 

6  1935,  and  pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-25; 

7  Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera- 

8  tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 

9  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 

10  carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory 

11  activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 

12  to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 

13  114b-c) ,  $76,7(34,000  $ 81,498,200  of  which  $1,500,000 

14  shall  be  apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  36(9  of  the 

15  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of 

16  insects  and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet 

17  emergency  conditions :  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall  be  used 

18  to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program 

19  for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require  minimum 

20  matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum:  Provided 

21  further,  That  $ 100,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  by  this 

22  paragraph  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  the 

23  planning  of  facilities  without  regard  to  limitations  placed 

24  herein :  Provided  further,  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies 
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which  threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  industries  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appropriations 
or  funds  available  to  the  agencies  or  corporations  of 
the  Department  such  sums  as  he  ma}^  deem  necessary, 
to  be  available  only  in  such  emergencies  for  the  arrest  and 
eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious 
pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases 
of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in 
poultry,  and  for  expenses  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of 
February  28,  1947,  as  amended,  and  any  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  3^ear  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts ; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  sub¬ 
professional  and  junior  scientific  help  to  be  employed  under 
contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  work 
at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than 
$2,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for 
the  previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator 
of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental  re¬ 
search  programs  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so 
used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropria¬ 
tion  otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Re¬ 
search”. 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned 
by  the  United  States  for  market  development  research  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  104  (a)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry 
research  and  other  functions  related  thereto  authorized  by 
section  104  (k)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.O.  1704(a) 
(k)  ) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $3,000,000 
$6 ,000 ,000 :  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  in  addition  to  other  appropriations  for  these  purposes, 
for  payments  in  the  foregoing  currencies:  Provided  further, 
That  funds  appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  for  payments  in 
such  foreign  currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are 
needed  and  can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  paragraph :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$25,000  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  payments 
in  foreign  currencies  for  expenses  of  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574) ,  as  amended  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a) . 
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Cooperative  State  Besearcii  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facil¬ 
ities,  and  for  other  expenses,  including  Sd-Syl-lS.OOO  $53,- 
113,000,  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act, 
approved  March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved 
August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.C.  361  a— 3 G 1  i ) ,  including  admin¬ 
istration  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture; 
$2?500,000  $ 3,000,000  for  grants  for  cooperative  forestry 
research  under  the  Act  approved  October  10,  1962  (16 
U.S.C.  582a — 582a-7)  ;  $2,000,000  in  addition  to  funds 
otherwise  available  for  contracts  and  grants  for  scientific 
research  under  the  Act  of  August  4,  1965  (79  Stat.  431)  ; 
$2,000,000  for  grants  for  facilities  under  the  Act  approved 
July  22,  1963  (77  Stat.  90)  ;  $310,000  for  penalty  mail 
costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations  under  section  6 
of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended;  and  $304t0Q0 
$317,000  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State 
Besearcii  Service,  including  administration  of  payments  to 
State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds  for  employ- 
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ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to 
exceed  $50,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  ;  in  all,  $55,227-000 
$ 60,740,000 . 

Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

Pa}unents  to  States  and  Puerto  Pico:  For  payments  for 
cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the 
Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (7 
U.S.C.  341-349),  to  be  distributed  under  sections  3(b) 
and  3(c)  of  the  Act,  $74y3  47^90  $ 77,347,500  (except 
$2,800,000  which  may  he  distributed  under  section  3(d)  of 
the  Act);  and  payments  and  contracts  for  such  work  under 
section  204(b) -205  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624),  $1,570,000;  in  all,  $75,947, 
&QQ  $ 78,017,500 :  Provided,  That  funds  hereby  appropri¬ 
ated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto  Rico  prior  to  avail¬ 
ability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Eederal  sources  for  expend¬ 
iture  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Retirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  Eor  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal  re- 
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tirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Eund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $8,139,500. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,113,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962 
(7  U.S.O.  341-349),  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and 
to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  exten¬ 
sion  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States  and 
insular  possessions,  $2,654,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457) ,  and  for  conducting  research  re¬ 
lating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer  co¬ 
operatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,175,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) .  in- 

9 


IT.P.  14596 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


10 


eluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establisliment 
of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm 
irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reser¬ 
voirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 
mapping  of  soil;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase  and 
erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation 
and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $109,235,000:  Provided,  That 
the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  purchased,  erected,  or 
as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  water 
supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the  same  to  any 
such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  acquired 
in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes, 
shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be  con¬ 
structed  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings 
to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$15,000  per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or  im¬ 
provements  to  other  existing  permanent  buildings  costing 
$2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  further, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the 
construction  of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  the 
Government:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation 
operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.O. 
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590a-590f)  in  demonstration  projects:  Provided  further , 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed 
$5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a)  :  Provided 
further,  That  qualified  local  engineers  may  be  temporarily 
employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  nlan- 
ning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PLANNING 

For  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investiga¬ 
tions  and  planning,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.O. 
1001-1008) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $6,142,- 
000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head:  Provided , 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O.  55a). 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  river  basin  surveys 
and  investigations,  and  research,  and  to  cany  out  preventive 
measures,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  engineering  opera- 
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tions,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and 
changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  and  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a— f ) , 
to  remain  available  until  expended,  $67-, 0-20, 000  $70,000,- 
000.  with  which  shall  he  merged  the  unexpended  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  De¬ 
partment  for  watershed  protection  purposes:  Provided,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed 
$100,000  shall  he  available  for  employment  under  section 

15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided 
further,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000,  together  with  the 
unobligated  balance  of  funds  previously  appropriated  for 
loans  and  related  expense,  shall  be  available  for  such 
purposes. 

FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 

16  U.S.C.  1006a),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


13 


sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a),  to  remain  available  until  expended;  $25,654,000, 
with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of 
funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  for  flood  prevention  purposes:  Provided,  That  not  to 
exceed  $200,000,  together  with  the  unobligated  balance  of 
funds  previously  appropriated  for  loans  and  related  expense, 
shall  be  available  for  such  purposes. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p) ,  $16,142,000  $ 18,500,000 ,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  currying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) , 
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$1,317-, 090  $ 4,574,000 ,  to  remain  available  until  expended : 
Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  such  amount  shall 
be  available  for  loans  and  related  expenses  under  subtitle  A 
of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  TJ.S.C.  55a) . 

Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research 
Service  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating 
to  agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  other  laws,  including  economics 
of  marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and 
population,  and  demand  for  fann  products,  use  of  resources 
in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and 
farm  finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for 
fann  products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  pros¬ 
pects  for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic  de¬ 
velopment  and  its  relation  to  sales  of  fann  products,  assembly 
and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and  analysis  of 
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international  financial  and  monetary  programs  and  policies 
as  they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm 
products;  $3r2jQ-3-2t6QO  $12,182,000 :  Provided,  That  not  less 
than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and 
conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the 
farmer  and  consumer:  Provided  further,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.S.O.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  he 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided,  further,  That 
not  less  than  $145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  he  available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related 
facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information 
on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commod¬ 
ities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting 
Service  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service 
work,  including  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  co¬ 
ordination  and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  $^3^2-^000  $13,575,- 
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000 :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropri¬ 
ated  shall  be  available  for  any  expense  incident  to  publishing 
estimates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  commercial 
crop:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $40,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a) . 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING,  AND  REGULATORY 

PROGRAMS 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 
consumer  protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution, 
and  regulatory  programs,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  for  administration  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  payments  to  States ;  including  field  employment 
pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a) ,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a)  to  201  (d) ,  inclusive, 
of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7 
U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Act  of  1946;  $8-2,-757,000  $83,581,000, 
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PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.8.O.  1623(b)),  $1,750,000. 

SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  special  milk 
program,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961  (7 
U.S.C.  1446,  note),  fhOjOOOyOOO  $ 105,000,000 ,  and  in 
addition  $53y000y000  shall  bo  transferred  from  funds  avail¬ 
able  under  seetien  h2  of  the  Aet  of  August  A4y  4A35  4+ 
FAS-Ab  612e-)~7  and  merged  with  this  appropriatiom 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Limch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1751-1760),  $4574000^00  $167,000,000,  including  $2,- 
000,000  for  special  assistance  to  needy  schools,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  law:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said 
Act:  Provided  further,  That  $45,000,000  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.G.  612c) ,  for 
purchase  and  distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
H.K.  14596 - 3 
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other  foods  pursuant  to  section  G  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act. 

FOOD  STAMP  PEOGEAM 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  $4AQy0007QQ®7  to  he 
provided  from  fowls  available  under  section  42-  of  the  Aet 
of  August  2A  4A35  -(7-  U-.S.C,  OdAef  $100,000,000,  and  in 
addition  $25,000,000  appropriated  under  this  head  in  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  89-316,  approved  November  2,  1965,  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided, 
That  no  funds  available  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  plan  or 
formulate  a  food  stamp  program  for  fiscal  1968  to  be  financed 
in  whole  or  in  part  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of 
the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c). 

EEMOVAL  OF  SUEPLUS  AGEICULTUEAL  COMMODITIES 

(SECTION  3  2) 

No  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  Au¬ 
gust  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  other  than  commodity  program  expenses  as  authorized 
therein,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for 
( 1 )  transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized 
by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  trans¬ 
fers  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  and  (3)  not  more  than 
82,924,000  for  formulation  and  administration  of  marketing 
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agreements  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agri 
cultural  Act  of  1961. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
SALARIES  and  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordi¬ 
nate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection 
with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $35,- 
000  for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant 
to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766) ,  $21,08-8,000  $21,349,000 :  Provided,  That  not  less 
than  $255,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on  for¬ 
eign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  meth¬ 
ods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in 
world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further ,  That, 
in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c) ,  shall  be  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service. 
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Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Eor  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi 
sions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  1-1 7a) ,  $1,398,000. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including:  ex- 

7  o 

penses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by 
title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a), 
16(d),  16(e),  16(f),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g- 
590q;  7  U.S.C.  1010-1011)  ;  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and  1816)  ; 
and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
$1-2 SySbSrOOO  $ 130,424,500 :  Provided,  That,  in  addition, 
not  to  exceed  $#578087600  $? 7 ,545 ,000  may  be  transferred 
to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not  to  exceed  $30,008,- 
000  under  the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
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administrative  expenses)  :  Provided  further,  That  other 
funds  made  available  to  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  for  authorized  activities  may  he  ad¬ 
vanced  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Provided 
further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made 
available  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  (1)  to  influence  the 
vote  in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural  legis¬ 
lation,  except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for 
salaries  or  other  expenses  of  members  of  county  and  com¬ 
munity  committees  established  pursuant  to  section  8  (b)  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  a.« 
amended,  for  engaging  in  any  activities  other  than  advisory 
and  supervisory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  administrative  regulations. 

SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 

$80,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Febru¬ 
ary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590(o),  590p 
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(a),  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States,  $220,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  }7ear  for  compliance  with  the 
programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Delated  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts, 
1965  and  1966,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1964, 
to  December  31,  1966,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  none  of 
the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  he  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any 
State  information  employees,  hut  this  shall  not  preclude  the 
answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Provided  further,  That  no 
portion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s  program  may  be 
utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drain¬ 
age  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (III) , 
4  (IV),  and  5(Y)  in  United  States  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of 
the  United  States,  1956:  Provided  further,  That  necessary 
amounts  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1967 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  prac¬ 
tices,  including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices,  under 
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the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to 
$220,000,000,  excluding  administration,  except  that  no 
participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where 
the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join 
to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  im¬ 
prove  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  alloca¬ 
tion  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee, 
be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out 
the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the  participating 
counties,  and  shall  not  he  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assist¬ 
ance  in  such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State 
^ormnittee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for 
the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided 
further,  That  for  the  current  year’s  program  $2,500,000 
shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and 
carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices:  Provided 
further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  fanning 
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material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants 
thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out 
farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs 
provided  for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any 
funds  available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office, 
corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such 
Department,  shall  be  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the 
payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has 
been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  pre¬ 
vent  pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2, 
1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section 
1913,  to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section 
which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the 
payment  of  personal  services  or  other  expenses  designed  to 
influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or 
oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except 
upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper  official 
channels. 

APPALACHIAN  REGION  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to 
carry  into  effect  section  203  of  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965,  $2y2QO,O0O  $3,000,000,  and  in 
addition  $1,373,000  appropriated  under  this  head  in  the 
Second  Supplemented  Appropriation  Act,  1.903,  shall  he 
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transferred  to  and  merged,  with  this  appropriation,  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

CROPLAND  CONVERSION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  promote  the  conservation  and 
economic  use  of  land  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
16  (e)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
(16  U.S.C.  590h,  590p),  as  amended,  fTyeQQyOQO  $10,- 
000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  Cropland 
Adjustment  Program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agricul¬ 
ture  Act  of  1965,  including  reimbursement  to  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  $904 )OM  >00  $50,000,000 :  Provided, 
That  agreements  entered  into  during  the  fiscal  year  1967 
shall  not  require  payments  during  the  calendar  year  1967 
exceeding  $80,000,000. 

CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation 
reserve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and 
1816) ,  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$140,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank  pro¬ 
grams:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid 
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on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the 
division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on  annual 
payments  to  participants. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 

For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  he  used  for 
the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as 
funds  appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Third  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $5,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for 
emergency  conservation  measures. 

Rural  Community  Development  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of 
the  Rural  Community  Development  Service  in  providing 
leadership,  coordination,  liaison,  and  related  services  in  the 
rural  areas  development  activities  of  the  Department, 
$037-7000  $ 2,500,000 :  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  TT.S.C.  55a) . 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
salaries  and  expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  including  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
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U.S.C.  574)  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a),  $11,254,000. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Act 

For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field 
employment  pursuant  to  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  TJ.S.O.  574) ,  $m40Q7000  $ 2,604,000 . 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $4,325,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  $4-826^000  $ 1,851,000 ,  of 
which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $537,000  $ 562,000 
may  be  used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  he  adapted  to 
the  interests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the 
country,  an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be 
available  to  he  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under  the  addressed 
franks  furnished  by  the  Senators,  Representatives,  and  Dele- 
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gates  in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417) ,  and 
not  less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hun¬ 
dred  and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  (known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized 
by  section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C. 
241)  :  Provided ,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion  pictures 
or  exhibits  by  the  Department,  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) , 
and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a) . 

National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  $2^47,000  $ 2,501,000 :  Provided,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 
second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 
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Office  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Manage¬ 
ment  Services  to  provide  management  support  services  to 
selected  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  $2,600,000. 

General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  mis¬ 
cellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for 
and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  $3,959,000:  Provided,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable  appropria¬ 
tions  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as 
required  by  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act  (5  TT.S.C. 
1001)  :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this 
amount  shall  be  available  for  official  reception  and  representa¬ 
tion  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary. 
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TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 

LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  and  to  remain  available 
without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accordance  with  section  3(e) 
of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  electrification  program, 
$375,000,000,  of  which  be 

placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and 
ts  to  the  extent  that  snob  amount  is  repaired  during 


the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  exbib 


is  for 


is  ami  oi 


of  the  rural  eleetri- 


heatien  program^  and  rural  telephone  programs,  $9-7b 
$117,000,000,  of  which  shad  be  placed  in  reserve 

to  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to 
the  extent  that  such  amount  is  required  during  the 
fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the 
tious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  telephone  pro- 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.O.  574),  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  emplo}unent  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  $127202d)00  $12,302,000. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 


Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335  (a)  for  which  funds  are  not  other¬ 
wise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921) ,  as  amended,  may  he 
made  from  fimds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate  loans, 
$90,000,000;  and  operating  loans,  ffig-OOrQOQyOOO  $350,- 
000,000,  of  which  $50-,-OOOjQOO  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to 


be  need  only  to  the  extent  required  during  the 
year  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the 

o  ( I  nvil  at  xr  AAiii  1  n  of  of  f  I  >  a  1  no  i ^  ryvo  yyi 
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RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 
For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306 
(a)  (6)  of  the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  $26,000,000. 
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RURAL  HOUSING  DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 
For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  518(d)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (79  Stat.  500), 
$15,000,000  shall  be  available  from  funds  in  the  rural  hous¬ 
ing-  direct  loan  account. 

© 

RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 
For  financial  assistance  to  publie  nonprofit  organiza¬ 
tions  for  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  516  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  1486) ,  $3,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

RURAL  RENEWAL 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  in  carrying  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  section 
32(e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  $1,200,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Fanners  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the 
programs  authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921-1990),  as 
amended,  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(42  U.S.C.  1471-1490),  and  the  Rural  Rehabilitation 
Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3, 
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1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444)  ;  ^4,0^000  $51,000,000, 
together  with  not  more  than  $2,250,000  of  the  charges  col¬ 
lected  in  connection  with  the  insurance  of  loans  as  authorized 
by  section  309  (e)  of  the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  section 
514(b)  (3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended: 
Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the 
funds  available  for  the  various  programs  administered  by 
this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  for 
temporary  field  emplojunent  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  in  this  para¬ 
graph  may  be  used  to  administer  a  program  which  makes 
rural  housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  liereb}7 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the 
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budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or 
agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $87342,-00(-) 
$ 8,546,000 . 


FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 


Not  to  exceed  $1,150,000  $4,000,000  of  administrative 
and  operating  expenses  may  be  paid  from  premium  income : 
Provided,  That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Corp  Insurance  Cor¬ 
poration  Fund  is  insufficient  to  meet  indemnity  payments  and 
other  charges  against  such  Fund,  not  to  exceed  $500,000 
may  be  borrowed  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  pre¬ 
scribe,  but  repayment  of  such  amount  shall  include  interest 
at  a  rate  not  less  than  the  cost  of  money  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  a  comparable  period. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 


To  partially  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  net  realized  losses  sustained  but  not  previously  reim¬ 
bursed,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15  U.S.C. 
713a-ll,  713a-12) ,  $3t500,0QQ#QQ  $3,555,855,000+-Pm- 
vided,  Thai  no  funds  appropriated  fey  this  Aet  shah  fee  used 


fen  the  safe  of  agricul- 
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twal  commodities  pursuant  to  ikies  4  or  4A  el  -hubliu  -Law 
4r807  83rd  Congress?  as  amended?  le  any  nation  which  sells 


or  furnishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its 
registry  to  transport  le  North  Vietnam  any  equipment,  ma¬ 
terials  er  commodities?  se  leap  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed 
by  a  Communist  regime :  Provided,  That  unless  the  Presi¬ 
dent  determines  that  the  national  interest  requires  other¬ 
wise,  no  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  administer  programs  for  the  sale  of  agricul¬ 


tural  commodities  pursuant  to  titles  I  or  IV  of  Public  Law 
480,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  to  any  nation  which 
sells  or  furnishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its 
registry  to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  any  equipment,  mate¬ 
rials,  or  commodities,  so  long  as  hostilities  are  in  progress 
in  Vietnam. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law :  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $34,300,000  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Corporation  :  Provided  further,  That 
$945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only  to 
expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corporation 
pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter: 
Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this 
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authorization  shall  he  placed  in  reserve  to  he  apportioned 
pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  be¬ 
come  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations:  Provided 
further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including  legal  and 
special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not 
including  other  personal  sendees)  in  connection  with  the 
acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  or  dispo¬ 
sition  of  any  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the  Cor¬ 
poration  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest,  including  expenses 
of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall  be  considered  as  non- 
administrative  expenses  for  the  purposes  hereof. 

PUBLIC  LAW  480 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1967,  not  otherwise 
recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including 
interest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701- 
1709,  1721-1724,  1731-1736),  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  as  follows:  (1)  Sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said  Act, 
$1,040,000,000;  (2)  commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency 
famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said 
Act,  $200,000,000;  and  (3)  long-term  supply  contracts 
pursuant  to  title  IV  of  said  Act,  $377,000,000. 
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INTERNATIONAL  WHEAT 


For  expenses  during  fioeai  year  1-907  and 
prior  years’  costs, ■  including  interest  thereon,-  under  the  In¬ 
ternational  -Wheat  Agreement  Aet  of  1949,  as  amended  -f7- 
U.S.Ct  1611—1-042) ,-  or  commodity  export  authorities  of  the 
Credit  Corporationy  $40,000, 0007  to 
until  expended. 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 


Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $3,032,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber 

expenses 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided,  of  the 
National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber  estab¬ 
lished  to  assist  the  President’s  Committee  on  Food  and  Fiber, 
including  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  IT.S.C.  55a),  $350-, 000  $ 600,000 . 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law, 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi- 
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1  tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  four 

2  hundred  and  twenty  one  thirty-four  passenger  motor  vehicles 

3  for  replacement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

4  Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 

5  the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 

6  under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

7  Sec.  503.  Fimds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 

8  culture  shall  be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 

9  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 

10  (5  U.S.O.  2131). 

11  Sec.  504.  FsTo  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 

12  Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 

13  of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 

14  behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 

15  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
13  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 

17  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 

18  of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

19  Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 

20  incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 

21  domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropri- 
“2  ated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine 
33  manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced  out- 
24  side  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the 
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tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C. 
1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 
with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the 
current  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Delated  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1967”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  26,  1966. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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Housing . . 13  Reclamation . 9 


Information. .  . 17 

Interstate  t^katiorty. . . .  11 
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Economic  development . 12 , 14  Opinion  poll, 


Farm  credit . 5 
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Research. . 1,4 

Special  milk . . 1 

,22  Sugarbeets. . . . . . 12 

2  Truth-in-packaging. .. 10, 19 
Water  pollution. ... 2, 18, 23 
Jatersheds. . . .24 


TGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  agricultural  appropriation  bill  and  received  supplemen¬ 
tal  budget  request  fpr  cotton  promotion  program.  House  debated  .aid..,.- 

authorization  bill. 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  14596,  the  agricultural  appropriation 

bill.  Agreed  to  the  committee  amendments  en  bloc  (but  only  for  the  purpose  of 
considering  the  bill  with  the  amendments  as  the  original  text)  and  an  amendment 
by  Sen.  Holland  to  provide  $300,000  supplemental  funds  "to  initiate  work  under 
the  Cotton  Research  and  Promotion  Act  of  1966"  (pp.  14896-901).  Sen,  Holland's 
amendment  was  submitted  pursuant  to  a  supplemental  estimate  (S.  Doc.  98) 

(p.  14824). 


2 


Sen.  Proxmire  expressed  his  appreciation  to  the  committee  for  its  support  of 
the  special  milk  program  for  schoolchildren  but  questioned  the  "adequacy  of 
$105  million  to  do  the  job."  pp.  14827-8 


2.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  2947,  to  authorize  "a  research  and 
demonstration  program  into  advanced  waste  treatment  and  water  purification  and 
joint  municipal-industrial  treatment  facilities."  pp.  14849-67,  14869-84, 
14887-96 


3.  HISTORIC  STRUCTURES.  Sen.  Tower  commended  S.  3097,  to  encourage  and  assist  in 
1  the  preservation  and  maintenance  of  historic  structures,  and  at  his  request  was 
added  as  a  cosponsor,  pp.  14826-7 


\ 


4.  FOREIGN  A"ID.  Sen.  Mondale  inserted  numerous  letters  supporting  his/ amendment  to 
the  foreign  aid  bill,  "to  strengthen  our  support  of  adaptive  agricultural 
research  in  hungry  nations."  pp.  14831-2 


HOUSE 


5.  FARM  CREDIT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  2822,  to 
amend  various  provisYons  of  the  laws  administered  by  tne  Farm  Credit  Adminis¬ 
tration  to  improve  operations  thereunder  (H.  Rept.  po95)  p.  14822 


6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Continued  de\te  on  H.  R.  15750,  th/ foreign  aid  authorization 
bill.  pp.  14714-87 


7.  PACIFIC  ISLANDS.  Rep.  Taylor  inserted  a  sta<fement  to  the  U.  N.  Trusteeship 

Council  by  the  High  Commissioner Yqf  the  Tpust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands 
including  a  discussion  of  agricultural  projects  in  the  islands,  pp.  14813-8 


8.  OPINION  POLL.  Rep.  McDade  inserted  tKe\results  of  a  questionnaire,  including 
items  of  interest  to  this  Department,  pv  14795 


9.  RECLAMATION.  Rep.  Saylor  inserted  an  engineers'  report  criticizing  the  proposed 
Marble  Canyon  and  Bridge  Canydn  dams  as  "a  poor  use  of  federal  money  and  an 
unnecessary  desecration  of  toe  Grand  Canyon."  pp.  14797-8 


10.  TRUTH- IN- PACKAGING.  Rep/  Ashbrook  commended  and  ih^erted  an  article  opposing 
some  provisions  of  the  truth-in-packaging  bill.  p.\l47S8 


11.  INTERSTATE  TAXATIONS  Rep.  Pool  spoke  in  favor  of  H.  R.\^1798,  to  provide  a 
system  for  taxation  of  interstate  commerce,  p.  14810 


12.  LOANS.  Rep.  (/Neill,  Mass.,  criticized  an  Economic  Development  Administration 
loan  for  a  Maine  sugarbeet  factory  as  "a  colossal  waste  of  the\taxpayer 1 s 
money"  Cp.  14714).  Rep.  Hathaway  defended  this  loan  and  the  ■vn^bility  of  the 
Maine  sugarbeet  industry  (p.  14819). 


13.  HOUSING.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  was  granted  permission  t\file  a 
report  and  accompanying  documents  by  midnight  Fri, ,  July  15,  on  H.  R.  \5890, 
le  city  demonstration  program  bill.  p.  14787 


14/  HAWAII.  Rep.  Mink  commended  and  inserted  a  speech  outlining  economic  and 
mercial  achievements  and  prospects  for  Hawaii.  pp.  14811-2 
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Document 

No.  98 


AMENDMENT  TO  THE  REQUEST  FOR  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


COMMUNICATION 

FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

AN  AMENDMENT  TO  THE  REQUEST  FOR  APPROPRIATIONS  TRANS¬ 
MITTED  IN  THE  BUDGET  FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1967  IN  THE 
AMOUNT  OF  $300,000  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


July  13,  1966. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  ordered  to  be 

printed 


The  White  House, 
Washington,  July  13,  1966. 

The  President  of  the  Senate. 


Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  transmit  herewith  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Congress  an  amendment  to  the  request  for  appropriations 
transmitted  in  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1967  in  the  amount  of 
$300,000  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  details  of  this  amendment,  the  necessity  therefor,  and  the 
reasons  for  its  submission  at  this  time  are  set  forth  in  the  attached 


letter  from  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  with  whose 
comments  and  observations  thereon  I  concur. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C.  20503. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  herewith  for  your  consideration  an 
amendment  to  the  request  for  appropriations  transmitted  in  the 

65-012 
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AMENDMENT  TO  REQUEST  FOR  APPROPRIATIONS 


budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1967  in  the  amount  of  $300,000  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  as  follows: 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 


Budget 

appendix 

page 

Heading 

Request 

pending 

Proposed 

amendment 

Revised 

request 

128 

Consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regulatory 

$86, 255, 000 

$300, 000 

$86, 565, 000 

This  proposed  amendment  provides  funds  to  initiate  work  under 
the  Cotton  Research  and  Promotion  Act  of  1966,  recently  enacted  by 
the  Congress.  This  legislation  authorizes  a  cotton  research  and  pro¬ 
motion  program  with  funds  collected  from  cotton  producers  by  assess¬ 
ing  them  $1  per  bale  of  cotton  produced  and  marketed.  The  necessary 
public  hearings,  producer  referendum,  and  establishment  of  regulations 
will  take  about  10  months.  Therefore,  in  order  to  be  ready  to  imple¬ 
ment  the  act  at  the  start  of  the  crop  year  next  June,  it  is  necessary  to 
begin  the  preliminary  steps  as  soon  as  possible. 

I  recommend  that  the  foregoing  amendment  to  the  budget  for  the 
fiscal  year  1967  be  transmitted  to  the  Congress. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Charles  L.  Schultze, 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
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lost  all  of  the  additional  cost  of  addi- 
treatment,  if  this  bill  is  passed, 
.would  make  a  major  difference  in 
the  quality  of  the  water  in  the  Hudson. 

I  urge  New  York  City  to  design  this  plant 
so  that  rt  will  provide  secondary  treat¬ 
ment — for\with  this  legislation  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Governhient  can  help. 

Another  m&dor  feature  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  a  provision  that  permits  States 
and  communiticXto  prefinance  the  Fed¬ 
eral  share  of  sewage  treatment  construc¬ 
tion  projects.  This'vro vision  states  that 
all  projects  meeting  ^Federal  standards 
that  are  started  after  \hily  1,  1966,  will 
qualify  for  Federal  grantsvwhen  funds  are 
available.  This  provision  ones  not  guar¬ 
antee  that  the  funds  will  lae  available. 
But  it  does  guarantee  that  a  community 
and  a  State  will  not  lose  Federal  funds 
because  they  act  now.  This  provision  is 
of  major  importance  to  those  States, 
such  as  New  York,  that  have  offered  to 
assist  local  communities  in  financing 
their  new  construction. 

The  bill  also  establishes  a  Federal  loanN 
fund  to  assist  local  communities  in  meet¬ 
ing  their  share  of  new  project  costs. 
This  eliminates  major  financial  barriers 
to  a  successful  municipal  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  program. 

I  am  also  pleased  that  this  legislation 
incorporates  Senator  Tydings’  bill,  S. 
3240,  requiring  a  study  of  the  importance 
of  our  salt  marshes  and  estuaries  and  the 
affects  of  water  pollution  on  these  areas. 

I  cosponsored  Senator  Tydings’  orig¬ 
inal  bill  because  of  my  concern  over  the 
continuing  destruction  of  our  marshland 
and  the  related  effect  on  our  fisheries  and 
wildlife. 

The  Atlantic  States  Marine  Fisheries 
Commission  pointed  out  in  its  most  re¬ 
cent  report  that  at  least  70,000  acres  of 
coastal  marshland  along  the  Atlantic 
Coast  has  been  destroyed  in  the  last  10 
years.  The  President’s  Science  Advisory 
Commission  has  also  pointed  out  that 
60  percent  of  the  seafood  taken  from 
water  surrounding  the  United  States  is 
dependent  on  coastal  estuaries  and 
marshland  for  their  existence.  If  we 
destroy  our  wetlands,  we  will  destroy  our 
fisheries  so  that  oysters,  flounder,  andy 
fluke  either  disappear  or  become  rare. 

I  have  introduced  a  bill  in  the  Senate 
aimed  at  the  preservation  of  16^000 
acres  of  marshland  on  Long  Island’s 
south  shore.  This  bill,  S.  3271,  may  well 
provide  a  pattern  for  cooperative  local- 
State-Federal  protection  of  plarshland. 
But  we  also  need  to  know  \tfnat  pollut¬ 
ants  threaten  these  marshlands  and 
estuaries.  We  need  to  ki/w  which  areas 
are  now  in  danger.  ThVprovision  of  the 
bill  authorizing  $1  million  for  a  study 
of  our  estuaries  and  .marshland  is  there¬ 
fore  an  important  provision. 

This  legislation  also  speeds  up  the 
Federal  research  program  on  water  pol¬ 
lution  problejns.  Imaginative  research 
may  provideoiew  answers  to  our  sewage 
disposal  problems,  answers  that  can  save 
large  amounts  of  money.  Economical 
closed-system  waste  disposal  units  for 
individuals  houses  may  make  it  possible 
to  eliminate  collecting  sewers  and  treat¬ 
ment  plants  in  new  communities.  New 
femical  processes  may  reduce  the  cost 


/ 


of  municipal  sewage  treatment  plants. 
And  an  emphasis  on  pollution-free  in¬ 
dustrial  processes  may  make  it  possible 
materially  to  reduce  industrial  pollu¬ 
tion. 

Important  as  this  legislation  is,  there 
are  several  problems  that  it  does  not  an¬ 
swer.  It  does  not  meet  our  lateral  sewer 
needs.  We  now  provide  some  funds  for 
this  purpose  under  the  community  facili¬ 
ties  program  of  the  Department  of  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development.  But  a  sin¬ 
gle  county  growing  in  population  may 
need  lateral  sewers  costing  $5  to  $10  mil¬ 
lion.  The  largest  grant  for  lateral  sew¬ 
ers  that  HUD  has  given  for  this  purpose  is 
$iy2  million.  The  Community  Facilities 
Administrator  reports  that  as  of  June 
23,  1966  it  has  received  4,033  inquiries 
about  grants  that  total  $2,352,000,000. 
Their  total  authorization  is  $100  million. 
This  is  a  gap  that  we  need  to  close. 

We  also  have  not  yet  met  the  problem 
of  industrial  pollution.  We  can  only  en¬ 
force  water  quality  standards  if  we  can 


country,  I  was  pleased  to  cosponsor  8 ( 
2947,  which  is  before  the  Senate  today. 

The  scarcity  of  water  has  tormented 
man  down  through  many  centdries. 
Today  our  water  needs  are  grq^t  and 
growing.  Tomorrow  the  demands  for 
adequate  water  to  supply  industry  and 
agriculture  for  our  exploding' population 
will  be  even  greater.  The  yrorld  demand 
is  expected  to  double  be£6re  the  end  of 
the  20th  century.  It  h^s  been  estimated 
that  by  1980  water  supplies  in  the  United 
States  will  be  inadequate  to  meet  the 
water  requirement^  of  our  population. 

Scientists  tell  us  that  the  earth’s  orig¬ 
inal  supply  of  wetter  is  still  in  use.  Little 
has  been  lost  joy  added.  The  centuries- 
old  hydrolo|tfc  cycles  of  water  continue 
today.  It  /is  therefore  not  the  total 
world  supply  that  is  of  concern  to  man 
but  its/ management  and  distribution 
that  will  determine  whether  adequate 
water  will  be  available. 

te  history  of  my  State,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent,  shows  a  strong  link  between  the 


khelp  industries  absorb  the  costs  of  treat-  development  of  the  State  and  the  devel- 
;ient.  It  is  easier,  for  example,  to  re- /  opment  of  its  water  resources.  So  we  in 


qfiire  that  a  new  plant  be  built  so  th| 
it  apes  not  violate  local  water  quality 
standards.  But  it  is  harder  to  require  an 
existing  plant  to  maintain  standards  at  a 
cost  whfgh  may  drive  it  out  of  business. 

The  new  river  basin  approach  au¬ 
thorized  irnthis  bill  makes  it  Possible  to 
provide  tax  clsedits  to  existing  plants  that 
install  new  treatment  facilities,  river 
basin  by  river  batin.  In  these  river  basins 
where  the  local  communities  are  provid¬ 
ing  effective  municipal  treatment  and 
water  quality  standggds  are  enforced,  it 
might  be  possible  to  grant  tax  credits  to 
those  industries /willingvto  install  new 
treatment  facilities  on  existing  plants. 

We  also  nepa  thoroughly  rb  explore  the 
possibility  jn  building  pollution  treat¬ 
ment  plants  to  service  a  number  of  in- 
dustriesywith  payments  by  the  nidustry 
according  to  the  amount  of  pollution  it 
discharges.  This  approach  will  be  Hud- 
ied yvith  research  funds  provided  in  tips 
bi]f.  Both  this  approach  and  the  or 
iscussed  earlier  deserve  careful  study > 
In  closing,  I  wish  to  compliment  Chair¬ 
man  Muskie  and  his  colleagues  on  the 
Subcommittee  on  Air  and  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion.  They  have  reported  a  strong  bill 
which  I  am  glad  to  support. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  once 
again  the  Senate  Public  Works  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Air  and  Water  Pollution,  on 
which  I  have  the  privilege  to  serve  under 
the  able  leadership  of  Senator  Muskie 
and  Senator  Boggs,  has  brought  before 
the  Senate  a  most  important  and  far- 
reaching  bill  designed  to  further  this 
Nation’s  battle  against  water  pollution. 

Fighting  pollution,  whether  it  be  air 
or  water  pollution,  is  not  an  easy  task, 
but  not  to  take  action  where  action  is  so 
clearly  called  for  would  be  a  dereliction 
of  duty  by  Congress  and  a  disservice  to 
all  Americans.  Pollution  is  one  of  the 
great  domestic  issues  facing  our  Nation, 
and  it  is  a  problem  that  increasingly 
plagues  more  and  more  of  our  commu¬ 
nities  and  endangers  the  Nation’s  health. 
Because  of  my  interest  in  and  concern 
with  the  water  pollution  problem  in  this 


California  have  long  appreciated  this 
problem  and  the  240 -mile-long  aqueduct 
canal  in  Los  Angeles  is  just  one  of  many 
examples  of  California’s  effort  to  over¬ 
come  the  unequal  distribution  of  water. 

Last  year.  Congress  enacted  important 
legislation  designed  to  alleviate  the  water 
pollution  control  and  abatement  prob¬ 
lem.  Important  as  this  action  was,  evi¬ 
dence  gathered  from  hearings  held  in 
California  and  across  the  country  by  the 
Air  and  Water  Pollution  Subcommittee 
indicated  that  we  are  not  doing  enough 
and  that  greater  effort  is  needed  to  deal 
with  this  most  serious  national  problem. 

As  a  result  of  these  hearings,  the  sub¬ 
committee  made  recommendations  to 
further  attack  the  water  problem,  and 
many  of  these  recommendations  are  in¬ 
corporated  in  S.  2947.  Our  subcommit¬ 
tee  found  that  greater  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  was  needed  to  meet  the  costs  of 
municipal  sewage  treatment  construc¬ 
tion  between  now  and  1972.  S.  2947 
would  help  to  answer  the  dire  need  of 
Nvthe  many  communities  across  the  Na- 
|on  by  authorizing  a  6 -year  Federal 
program  of  sewage  treatment  construc- 
tioi\g  rants.  As  costly  as  this  program 
woulckbe,  I  am  convinced  it  is  necessary 
for  tn«s  health,  welfare,  and  future 
growth  of  the  country. 

We  in  \he  West  have  always  been 
keenly  aware  that  water  is  a  critically 
important  resource.  The  shortage  ex¬ 
perienced  by  the  northeast  section  of 
our  country  lastVear  has  served  to  un¬ 
derscore  the  fact  N<hat  the  water  prob¬ 
lem  is  national  in  sbope,  that  it  must  be 
faced,  and  faced  now/* 

That  is  why  I  feelNhat  there  is  no 
more  important  subjects,  than  that  of 
water.  As  the  major  substance  of  all  liv¬ 
ing  things,  water  is  truly Vi  extraor¬ 
dinary  substance.  It  is  essential  for  the 
transportation  of  man’s  commerce,  for 
providing  man  with  essential  power  for 
irrigation  of  his  farms  and,  yes,  fbj'  the 
sustaining  of  life  itself. 

The  poet  Byron  once  said : 

Til  taught  by  pain,  men  really  know  nc 
what  good  water  is  worth. 


No.  Ill 
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It  is  the  duty  of  the  Congress,  the 
States,  the  local  communities,  and  in¬ 
dustry  to  see  if  the  “pain”  of  inadequate 
water  supplies  can  be  avoided  by  proper 
and  prudent  planning. 

The  passage  of  S.  2947  today,  Mr. 
President,  will  contribute  to  that  end. 
Enactment  of.S.  2947  will  again  under¬ 
score  the  determination  of  the  American 
people  and  of  the  Congress  that  the  by¬ 
products  of  modern  society  will  not  be 
permitted  to  despoil  our  natural  re¬ 
sources,  and  that  the  genius  and  reason¬ 
ableness  of  man  will  enable  us  to  over¬ 
come  the  pollution  problem,  thus  permit¬ 
ting  our  citizens  to  enjoy^hese  precious 
natural  resources. 

Mr.  McINTYRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  congratulate  the  Senator 
from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  for  fee  effec 
tive  manner  in  which  he  has  managed 
the  bill  now  before  the  Senate. 

This  bill  represents  a  further  rebog 
nition  by  the  Senate  of  the  tremendous 
need  for  financial  assistance  to  com 
munities  which  are  trying  to  clean  up 
their  own  water  pollution.  The  job  of 
cleaning  up  our  Nation’s  rivers  must  be 
accelerated;  and  this  can  be  done  only 
through  additional  Federal  and  State 
financial  help.  Our  cities  cannot  be  left 
to  bear  the  full  cost  of  these  expensive 
treatment  facilities  which  are  of  benefit 
to  entire  regions. 

My  State  of  New  Hampshire  contains 
the  headwaters  of  six  interstate  river 
basins.  We  know  firsthand  the  expense 
of  installing  municipal  treatment  plants. 
Under  our  Governor,  John  W.  King,  New 
Hampshire  has  played  a  leading  role 
among  the  States  in  financial  support  to 
municipalities  for  controlling  water  pol¬ 
lution.  Our  New  Hampshire  communi¬ 
ties  are  looking  forward  to  the  additional 
funds  for  which  their  State’s  efforts  have 
qualified  them. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill,  having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass? 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered;  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 


Bass!,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 


Ir. 
[Mr. 

Gruening],  and  the  Senator  frojzi  Ari 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden]  are  absent  o/  official 
business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mt.  Clark],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming/ [Mr.  McGee], 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robert¬ 
son],  and  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  annou/ce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark] /the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr/ Hayden] ,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson],  and  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

.Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott] 
/is  absent  because  of  illness  and,  if  present 
and  voting,  would  vote  “yea.” 


The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Simpson]  is  detained  on  official  business, 
and,  if  present  and  voting,  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  90, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[No.  136  Leg.] 

YEAS— 90 


Aiken 
Allott 
Bartlett 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Byrd,  Va. 
Byrd,  W.  Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Dominick 
Douglas 
VEastland 
SJllender 
kvin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Ful  bright 
Gore 
Griffin 


Anderson 

Bass 

Clark 

Gruening 


Harris  Morton 

Hart  Moss 

Hartke  Mundt 

Hickenlooper  Murphy 
Hill  Muskie 

Holland  Nelson 

Hruska  Neuberger 

Inouye  Pastore 

Jackson  Pearson 

Javits  Pell 

Jordan,  N.C.  Prouty 
Jordan,  Idaho  Proxmire 
Kennedy,  Mass.  Randolph 
Kennedy,  N.Y.  Ribicoff 


Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long,  Mo. 

Long,  La. 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Mondale 
Monroney 
Montoya 
Morse 

NAYS— 0 
JOT  VOTING — 1 


Russell,  S.C. 
Russell,  Ga. 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tydings 
Williams,  N.J. 
Williams/Del. 
Yarborough 


Young 

Your 


N.  Dak. 
Ohio 


layden 
jbGee 
Robertson , 
Scot 


Simpson 

Smathers 


So  the  bill  (S.  29^S  was  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIE^D\  Mr.  President,  by 
unanimously  asreeink  to  expand  the 
Government’s  yCttack  on,  water  pollution, 
the  Senate  /corded  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maine  IMi\Muskie]  an 
outstanding  tribute.  I  barely  need  add 
that  the/tribute  was  highly  deserved.  I 
join  wjtn  the  many  Senators  who  com¬ 
mended  Senator  Muskie  for  thejexcep- 
tiondl  manner  in  which  he  brought  this 
fasure  to  its  successful  dispositions  In 
mmittee  and  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
"today,  his  strong  support,  his  clear,  coi 
vincing  advocacy,  and  his  effective  lead-N 
ership  assured  the  Senate’s  overwhelm¬ 
ing  approval. 

Furthermore,  with  the  passage  of  the 
clean  ah  measure  yesterday,  followed  by 
the  antiwater  pollution  proposal  today. 
Senator  Muskie  has  indeed  brought 
great  distinction  to  his"  Air  and  Water 
Pollution  Subcommittee.  Clearly,  all 
Americans  are  deeply  grateful  for  his 
singular  devotion  to  the  solution  of  this 
grave  and  most  significant  problem. 

So,  too,  has  the  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee,  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Boggs],  devoted  his  great  talent  and 
energy  to  this  problem.  And  of  course 
he  must  share  the  credit  for  today’s  suc¬ 
cess.  His  vigorous  support  was  essential 
to  this  outstanding  victory. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph], 
similarly  is  to  be  commended  for  his 
strong  and  articulate  advocacy.  Long  a 
supporter  of  effective  legislation  in  this 
vital  area,  his  backing  today  served  im¬ 
mensely  to  achieve  an  overwhelming  en¬ 


dorsement.  The  Senator  from 
tucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  and  the  Stator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy! 
likewise  contributed  to  the  suc/ss  both 
with  outstanding  support  an/  gracious 
cooperation.  The  same  may  be  said  of 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett], 
the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits], 
the  Senator  from  Wisc/isin  [Mr.  Nel¬ 
son],  the  Senator  Lrom  Texas  [Mr. 
Yarborough],  and  otner  Senators  who 
joined  to  assure  unanimous  passage. 

Once  again,  I  Wish  to  praise  Senator 
Muskie  and  hi.ysubcommittee  for  a  job 
well  done.  Moreover,  I  praise  the  entire 
Senate.  The/achievement  is  surely  a 
great  tribute  to  this  body. 

ORD.ER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO 
11  A.M.  TOMORROW 

Ir.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  this  after¬ 
noon,  it  stand  in  adjournment  until  11 
o’clock  tomorrow  morning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  RUSSELL  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL  of  Georgia.  I  wanted 
the  Senate  to  be  perfectly  clear  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  unanimous-consent  request. 
Did  I  understand  the  Senator  to  say  the 
Senate  would  convene  at  11  o’clock? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1967 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  1335,  H.R.  14596. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
14596)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
i.30,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes. 

\  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  committee  on 
appropriations  with  amendments. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
had.several  inquiries  from  Senators  as  to 
whether  I  anticipate  any  votes  on  the 
agriculture  appropriation  bill  tonight. 
I  do  not.  I  intend  to  deliver  my  explan¬ 
atory  statement  on  the  bill  and  to  make 
some  procedural  motions.  I  will  also  be 
happy  to  yield  to  any  other  Members 
who  have  statements  or  questions  on 
this  subject. 

Mr.  President,  we  now  have  under  con¬ 
sideration  H.R.  14596,  the  annual  supply 
bill  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  related  agencies  for  1967.  In  sum¬ 
mary,  the  amount  of  the  bill,  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee,  totals  $7,051,- 
543,300,  a  net  increase  of  $175,516,300 
over  the  House  bill,  and  is  $28,905,300 
over  the  budget  estimates,  and  $670,094,- 
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800  over  the  appropriations  for  fiscal  year 
1966. 

The  increases  over  the  House  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee  result  in  a  net 
increase  of  $159,207,300  for  general  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Department.  The  House 
bill  proposed  the  use  of  section  32  funds 
for  amounts  of  $53  million  for  the  spe¬ 
cial  milk  program,  and  $150  million  for 
the  food  stamp  program,  as  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  budget  estimates.  Neither 
of  these  uses  are  in  accordance  with  the 
purpose  of  section  32  authorization.  The 
committee  has  stricken  them  from  the 
bill  and  included  adequate  amounts  by 
direct  appropriation  from  general  rev- 
enuejfunds. 

There  are  several  other  increases  and 
decreases  involved  in  titles  I  and  II  of  the 
bill  to  finance  the  general  activities  of  the 
Department.  The  major  increase  in  ap- 
propriations  over  1966  is  for  the  reim¬ 
bursement  of  capital  impairment  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  real¬ 
ized  net  losses.  On  this  item  the  appro¬ 
priation  recommended  is  $3,555,855,000, 
the  budget  estimate,  and  an  increase  of 
$55,855,000  over  the  House.  The  appro¬ 
priation  of  this  amount  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  will  fully  restore  the  amounts  of 
prior  year  losses  except  for  a  balance  of 
$1,057  million  for  fiscal  year  1961.  It  is 
expected  that  the  budget  estimate  for 
next  year  will  include  a  request  for  this 
amount  as  well  as  for  the  losses  incurred 
during  fiscal  1966. 


I  depart  from  my  prepared  text  long 
enough  to  say  we  appreciate  the  atti¬ 
tude  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  seek¬ 
ing  to  meet  the  requests  of  the  Senate 
which  have  been  to  the  effect  that  def¬ 
icits  in  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  be  caught  up  with  as  soon  as  pos¬ 
sible.  The  action  recommended  by  the 
committee,  which  is  the  same  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Budget  Bureau,  will  see 
that  all  deficits  are  appropriated  for  ex¬ 
cept  for  1961,  which  I  have  mentioned. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  manager  of  the  bill  on  the 
action  which  his  committee  has  taken  to 
clear  up  the  outstanding  deficits.  I 
think  it  should  have  been  done  before. 
We  recognize  that  these  deficits  have 
been  created,  and  this  is  a  definite  step 
toward  the  elimination  of  the  deficits.  I 
am  glad  to  see  it  being  done. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
He  has  been  one  of  the  Senators  who  has 
been  interested  in  seeing  that  these  def¬ 
icits  be  caught  up  with  and  that  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  operate 
on  a  balanced  budget,  or  at  least  have  its 
deficit  for  the  last  year  restored  by  each 
recurring  appropriation  bill. 

The  details  of  the  increases  and  de¬ 
creases  made  by  the  committee  over  and 
under  the  budget  estimates  and  the  com¬ 


parative  amounts  recommended  in  the 
bill  as  passed  by  the  other  body  are  de¬ 
scribed  in  Committee  Report  No.  1370 
accompanying  the  bill,  and  in  my  state¬ 
ment  I  will  only  deal  with  a  few  items. 

The  committee  report  contains  69 
pages,  and  I  realize  it  would  take  too 
much  of  the  time  of  the  Senate  to  go  into 
details  at  this  time. 

The  budget  estimates  transmitted  to 
the  Congress  for  fiscal  1967  recom¬ 
mended  sharp  decreases  in  traditional 
and  vitally  important  agricultural  and 
consumer  benefit  programs. 

I  refer  specifically  to  the  budget  re¬ 
ductions  affecting  the  Federal  research 
program  and  cooperative  control  pro¬ 
grams;  the  payments  to  States  for  re¬ 
search  grants  under  the  Hatch  Act;  the 
payments  to  States  for  cooperative  ex¬ 
tension  under  the  Smith-Lever  Act;  the 
special  milk  program;  the  school  lunch 
program;  the  advance  authorization  for 
the  agricultural  conservation  program; 
and  for  loan  authorizations  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  and  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration. 

Mr.  President,  in  regard  to  these  items, 
I  request  that  a  table  showing  the 
amounts  of  the  1966  appropriation;  the 
budget  estimate  for  1967;  the  House  bill 
appropriation;  and  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  by  the  committee  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows; 


Table  of  major  items  showing  comparisons  between  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1966,  estimates  for  1967,  House  bill  and  Senate  subcommittee 

recommendations 


Item 


Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Research  funds _ _ _ 

Plant  and  animal  diseases  and  pest  control  programs _ _ _ _ _ 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service:  Hatch  Act  payments _ _ 

Extension  Service: 

Smith-Lever  for  cooperative  extension  payments _ 

Redirection  from  formula  to  nonformula  of  $9,600,000  was  proposed  in  the  budget  and  denied  by  the 
House  and  Senate  subcommittee. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

Special  milk  program _ _ _ 

School  lunch  program _ _ 

Agricultural  conservation  authorization _ 

REA  authorizations: 

Electrification  program _ - _ 

Telephone  program _ 

Farmers  Home  Administration  (direct  loan  account) :  Farm  operating  loans _ 


Appropriations 

1966 

Estimate, 

1967 

House  bill 

Recommenda¬ 
tion  of  Senate 
committee 

$144,  059,  000 
75,  647,  000 
48, 113,  000 

$132, 980,  000 
69, 748, 000 
39, 613, 000 

$145, 673, 000 
76,  764,  000 
48, 113,  000 

$148,  844,  600 
81,  498,  200 
53, 113,  000 

75,  536,  000 

75, 917,  500 

75,  917, 600 

78,  917,  500 

103,  000,  000 
202,  000,  000 
(220,  000,  000) 

21,  000,  000 
183,  000,  000 
(100,  000,  000) 

103,  000, 000 
202,  000,  000 
(220,  000,  000) 

105,  000,  000 
212,  000,  000 
(220,  000,  000) 

(365,  000,  000) 
(97,  000,  000) 
(300,  000,  000) 

(220,  000,  000) 
(85,  000,  000) 
(300,  000,  000) 

(365,  000,  000) 
(97,  000,  000) 
(300,  000,  000) 

(375,  000,  000) 
(117,  000,  000) 
(350,  000,  000) 

POULTRY  INSPECTION 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
request  that  a  letter  I  received  from  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  dated  May  18, 
1966,  dealing  with  administration  of  the 
meat  and  poultry  inspection  programs  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  statement  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  (No.  1370)  on  this  subject 
taken  from  pages  33  and  34  of  the  re¬ 
port. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  the  excerpt  from  the  committee  re¬ 
port  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 
Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

V.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Holland:  My  attention  has 
been  called  to  the  fact  that  a  number  of 
poultry  processors  have  recently  been  con¬ 
tacting  their  congressional  representatives 
regarding  organizational  actions  we  have 


taken  affecting  the  poultry  inspection  serv¬ 
ice.  In  view  of  my  earlier  conversations  with 
you  on  this  matter,  I  believe  it  would  be  help¬ 
ful  to  provide  you  with  details  of  these  ac¬ 
tions  in  order  to  avoid  any  misunderstanding 
as  to  their  purpose  and  impact. 

At  the  time  the  meat  inspection  service 
was  transferred  from  the  Agricultural  Re¬ 
search  Service  to  the  Consumer  and  Market¬ 
ing  Service  it  became  apparent  that  certain 
functions  of  a  highly  technical  nature  were 
being  conducted  in  both  services  with  sep¬ 
arate  but  similar  technical  staffs.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  both  services  were  maintaining  sep¬ 
arate  laboratories  for  similar  analytical  work. 
Both  had  staffs  reviewing  and  approving 
labels.  Approval  of  plant  facilities  and  sani¬ 
tation  requirements  were  being  reviewed  and 
approved  by  separate  engineers,  two  separate 
kitchens  for  testing  products  were  being 
maintained  and  both  services  maintained 
separate  staffs  for  compliance  and  surveil¬ 
lance  purposes  in  the  field.  The  units  re¬ 
sponsible  for  these  important  technical  func¬ 
tions  supplemented  the  major  inspection  job 
and  were  not  being  coordinated  under  suf¬ 
ficiently  strong  and  appropriate  leadership. 


After  reviewing  this  situation,  we  deter¬ 
mined  that  these  services  had  a  common  ob¬ 
jective,  and  could  be  combined  as  separate 
units  with  common  facilities.  Further,  we 
felt  they  should  be  placed  under  competent 
and  vigorous  leadership  to  assure  more  ade¬ 
quate  assistance  to  the  inspection  services 
as  well  as  to  improve  and  expand  consumer 
protection.  A  Technical  Services  Division 
was  established  to  carry  out  functions  such 
as  label  approval,  laboratory  analysis,  equip¬ 
ment,  plant  facilities  and  sanitation  and 
standards  for  product  ingredient.  The  Divi¬ 
sion  acts  as  a  service  unit  to  both  the  poultry 
and  meat  inspection  services.  The  Director 
of  this  Division  reports  to  the  Deputy  Ad¬ 
ministrator  for  Consumer  Protection  in  the 
Office  of  the  Administrator,  an  arrangement 
which  assures  that  these  important  areas  will 
be  given  adequate  attention  and  be  made  un¬ 
iform  for  both  poultry  and  meat  inspection. 

We  also  combined  into  one  staff  unit  the 
compliance  and  surveillance  force.  This  al¬ 
lows  wider  coverage  in  the  field  to  prevent 
uninspected  poultry  and  meat  products  from 
moving  in  interstate  commerce  to  the  detri- 
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ment  of  the  processing  industry  as  well  as  to 
consumers. 

Except  for  these  two  actions  the  poultry 
Inspection  service  remains  separate  and  in¬ 
tact  in  both  Washington  and  the  field.  It 
continues  under  the  direction  of  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Poultry  Division.  Similarly, 
the  various  other  service  programs  performed 
by  that  Division,  such  as  market  news,  grad¬ 
ing,  and  surplus  removal  continue  to  operate 
as  they  have  in  the  past.  Let  me  emphasize 
that  of  the  more  than  1,600  full  time  staff 
required  to  carry  out  the  poultry  inspection 
service,  only  27  technical  and  support  per¬ 
sonnel  were  transferred  to  the  Technical 
Services  Division.  Similarly,  only  six  field 
personnel  engaged  in  compliance  surveil¬ 
lance  work  were  transferred  from  the  Poultry 
Division. 

We  recognize  the  deep  concern  of  many 
people  in  the  poultry  industry  and  we  have 
emphasized  that  in  establishing  the  Tech¬ 
nical  Services  Division,  the  day-to-day  poul¬ 
try  inspection  functions  would  not  be  dis¬ 
turbed  nor  would  the  excellent  line  of  com¬ 
munication  between  plant  operators  and  the 
service  be  impaired  in  any  manner.  It  is 
our  judgment  that  in  setting  up  the  Tech¬ 
nical  Services  Division,  we  can  be  more  re¬ 
sponsive  to  the  ever-growing  problems  con¬ 
fronting  the  poultry  industry  in  terms  of 
residues,  additives,  disease  and  condemna¬ 
tions.  In  the  overall,  the  entire  inspection 
service  can  be  improved  to  the  benefit  of 
the  industry  as  well  as  to  the  consumer 
without  increasing  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

Concise  organizational  charts  showing  the 
organizational  structure  of  the  Poultry  Di¬ 
vision  and  meat  inspection  service  before 
and  after  organizational  changes  are 
attached. 

I  welcome  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
this  matter,  for  I  believe  the  actions  taken 
are  constructive  and  progressive.  In  no  sense 
have  these  actions  been  taken  as  a  means 
of  subjugating  poultry  inspection  to  meat 
inspection.  I  fully  appreciate  the  competi¬ 
tive  nature  of  these  products  and  the  De¬ 
partment  is  and  will  remain  sensitive  to  this 
fact.  It  is  our  desire  to  provide  consumers 
with  the  protection  intended  by  the  manda¬ 
tory  legislation  providing  for  both  services 
and  to  do  so  efficiently,  effectively  and  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  two  great  industries 
involved. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  Freeman, 

Secretary. 

Attachments. 


An  appropriation  of  $41,939,000  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  administration  of  meat  inspec¬ 
tion.  This  is  the  amount  of  the  budget 
estimate,  an  increase  of  $3,347,000  over  1966 
and  $347,000  over  the  amount  carried  in  the 
House  bill.  The  need  for  increased  appro¬ 
priations  arises  from  the  continued  disper¬ 
sion  of  packing  plants  away  from  major 
cities,  together  with  the  increase  in  num¬ 
bers  of  packing  and  further  processing  plants 
under  inspection. 

For  the  administration  of  the  Poultry 
Products  Inspection  Act,  $19,330,800  is 
recommended.  This  is  $1,344,000  over  1966, 
the  amount  of  the  estimates  and  $344,000 
over  the  House  bill. 

The  Committee  had  received  a  request  to 
amend  the  bill  to  require  that  no  activities 
in  connection  with  the  administration  of  the 
Poultry  Products  Inspection  Act  of  1957 
could  be  merged  with  similar  type  activities 
in  connection  with  the  administration  of  the 
Meat  Inspection  Act. 

The  Committee  has  carefully  considered 
this  proposal,  as  well  as  a  letter,  received 
from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  date 
of  May  18,  1966.  The  Secretary  describes 
the  organizational  changes  that  he  has  ap¬ 
proved  since  the  transfer  of  meat  inspection 
to  the  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service  and 
states  that  these  changes  were  designed  solely 


to  improve  common  service  activities  of  both 
inspection  programs.  The  letter  from  the 
Secretary  further  asserts  that  day-to-day  in¬ 
spection  functions  of  mandatory  poultry  in¬ 
spection  would  not  be  changed  by  the 
realignment  of  common  service  activities 
announced  last  December  7. 

The  Committee  expects  the  Secretary  and 
the  Department  to  abide  by  the  statements 
contained  in  the  letter  and  expects  the  De¬ 
partment  to  maintain  independent  super¬ 
visory  inspection  standards  where  required 
and  separate  working  level  inspection  stand¬ 
ards  and  services  for  these  two  important 
industries. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  essence,  the  com¬ 
mittee  expects  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  maintain  independent  supervisory 
and  plant  inspection  standards  and  su¬ 
pervision  for  these  two  important  pro¬ 
gram  activities. 

This  concludes  my  brief  statement  on 
the  bill.  As  previously  stated,  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  deals  in  detail  with  each 
appropriation  item  and  major  activity 
thereunder. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  in  that 
connection? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  happy  to  yield  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware.  May  I  postpone 
yielding  to  him  for  a  moment?  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  committee,  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  is  on  the  floor,  and 
he  may  have  something  he  wishes  to  add 
to  my  general  statement  before  we  get 
into  colloquy,  which  is  what  I  assume  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  in  mind  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  opportunity  to  make  a  few 
comments  at  this  time. 

Mr.  President,  the  committee  studied 
this  bill  very  carefully,  and  I  think  ex¬ 
acted  every  possible  economy.  The  bill  is 
not  nearly  as  large  as  some  people  seem 
to  think,  and  much  of  it  is  not  for  agri¬ 
cultural  purposes. 

For  example,  Mr.  President,  $1,617  mil¬ 
lion  of  the  total  amount  goes  to  reim¬ 
burse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  the  cost  of  programs  carried  on  under 
Public  Law  480.  These  programs  include 
famine  relief,  the  cost  of  giving  wheat  to 
India,  for  example,  in  return  for  their 
currencies  which  have  little  value  and 
other  portions  of  the  food  for  peace  or 
Public  Law  480  program.  This  item 
alone  makes  up  a  large  part  of  the  bill. 

The  increases  which  we  have  made 
are,  I  think,  well  justified,  and  I  think 
will  meet  with  the  approval  of  Congress. 
The  special  milk  program,  for  example, 
was  increased  from  the  budget  estimate 
of  $21  million  to  $106  million,  and  the 
committee  increased  funds  for  the  school 
lunch  program  from  $183  million  to  $212 
million. 

The  gricultural  conservation  program, 
a  very  fine  soil  conservation  program, 
was  increased  from  $100  million  to  $220 
million.  Then  there  Is  the  rural  electri¬ 
fication  program,  the  budget  estimate  for 
which  was  $220  million — the  Senate  fig¬ 
ure  is  $375  million.  Loan  funds  for  the 
rural  telephone  program  were  increased 
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from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  request  of 
$85  million  to  $117  million. 

The  authorization  for  operating  loans 
to  farmers  through  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  was  increased  from  $300 
million  to  $350  million. 

These  loan  programs  have  done  a  great 
deal  to  strengthen  and  advance  agricul¬ 
ture.  In  the  case  of  REA  and  RTA  loans, 
the  repayment  record  has  always  been 
almost  100  percent.  The  repayment 
record  on  the  FHA  operating  loans  is 
over  95  percent  despite  the  fact  that 
these  loans  are  only  made  to  farmers  who 
cannot  obtain  credit  elsewhere. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  some  of  the 
finest  programs  our  Federal  Government 
has — far  better  than  most  of  the  Great 
Society  programs — and  their  cost  is  very 
little.  The  items  which  I  have  men¬ 
tioned  account  for  most  of  the  increases 
in  this  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
greatly  appreciate  the  comments  made 
by  my  distinguished  fellow  Senator,  and 
wish  to  say  that  his  help,  in  the  study 
and  marking  up  of  this  important  bill, 
was  simply  indispensable. 

He  has  mentioned  the  amount  of  work 
done  by  the  committee.  I  call  attention 
to  the  fact,  at  this  time,  that  the  printed 
hearings,  consisting  of  2,018  pages  of 
testimony,  are  now  on  the  desk  of  each 
Senator.  This  is  a  good  indication  of  the 
amount  of  work  involved  in  considering  a 
bill  of  this  magnitude.  I  wish  to  ex¬ 
press  by  very  great  appreciation  to  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  for  his 
efforts. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Florida,  the  chairman 
of  the  Agriculture  Appropriations  Sub¬ 
committee  for  his  gracious  comments. 
The  chairman  was  present  at  all  of  those 
hearings;  I  was  not  able  to  attend  quite 
all  of  them.  They  were  exhaustive 
hearings,  and  the  chairman  insisted  on 
obtaining  the  fullest  possible  informa¬ 
tion  from  all  of  the  various  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  as  well 
as  the  greatest  possible  amount  of  in¬ 
formation  from  outside  witnesses. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  my  under¬ 
standing  friend  for  his  gracious  com¬ 
ment. 

I  understand  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware,  who  has  been 
particularly  interested,  always,  in  the 
poultry  business  and  everything  affect¬ 
ing  it,  has  a  series  of  questions  which  he 
wishes  to  ask  relative  to  the  poultry  in¬ 
spection  service.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  him  for  that  purpose  at  this  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  yielding.  I  say  to  the 
Senator,  I  believe  we  understand  these 
matters,  but  to  make  clear  for  the  Record 
the  legislative  background,  I  would  like 
to  ask  these  questions. 

First,  I  ask  for  clarification  of  the 
language  in  the  committee  report  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  reorganization  of  certain 
poultry  inspection  services  and  their 
consolidation  with  common  services 
performed  as  prespects  the  red  meat  in¬ 
spection.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
on  December  7,  1965,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  created  a  Technical  Sex-vices 
Division  which  would  seiwe  as  a  support¬ 
ing  arm  to  perfoi-m  various  services  for 
the  Meat  Inspection  Division  and  the 
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Poultry  Division.  Is  this  understanding 
correct? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes,  that  under¬ 
standing  is  correct.  The  Department 
sought  only  to  combine  in  one  division 
of  the  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 
those  technical  services  common  to  both 
red  meat  and  poultry,  not  to  merge 
policymaking  functions  in  the  newly 
created  agency.  On  the  basis  of  this 
information,  we  appropriated  funds  for 
the  Department’s  reorganization. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator.  Is  it  accurate,  therefore, 
to  conclude  that  the  Technical  Services 
Division  will  operate  solely  as  a  service 
unit  to  provide  facilities  and  technology 
needed  by  the  other  Divisions  and  that 
it  will  not  usurp  any  of  the  policymak¬ 
ing,  supervisory  or  line  functions  per¬ 
formed  by  the  Meat  Inspection  and 
Poultry  Divisions  prior  to  the  December 
7  reorganization? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  would  those  policy  responsibilities 
relative  to  poultry  inspection  and  grading 
criteria  which  were  exercised  by  the 
Poultry  Division  prior  to  the  December  7 
announcement  continue  to  be  exercised 
by  it? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes,  they  would  still 
be  consulted. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Is  it 
therefore  correct  to  assume  that  in  ap¬ 
proving  plant  blueprints  and  product 
labels,  in  conducting  laboratory  work, 
and  in  implementing  its  other  respon¬ 
sibilities,  the  Technical  Services  Division 
will  not  only  confer  with  but  be  governed 
by  the  policy  standards  established  by 
the  Meat  Inspection  and  Poultry  Divi¬ 
sions  to  the  same  degree  as  these  divi¬ 
sions  exercised  such  control  prior  to  the 
reorganization? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  De¬ 
partment’s  December  7  announcement 
also  announced  the  creation  of  a  Pro¬ 
gram  Appraisal  Staff.  I  have  been  in¬ 
formed  that  the  responsibility  of  this 
group  will  primarily  be  to  enhance 
vigilance  regarding  red  meat  and  poultry 
products  which  have  been  shipped  in 
interstate  commerce  in  violation  of  the 
governing  statutes.  Is  it  correct  to  con¬ 
clude,  from  this  information  that  the 
Program  Appraisal  Staff  will  not  be 
charged  with  inspecting  or  otherwise 
supervising  the  line  inspection  work  per¬ 
formed  now  and  prior  to  December  7  by 
the  divisions  charged  with  red  meat  and 
poultry  inspection? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  his  cooperation  in  es¬ 
tablishing  the  record. 

I  have  a  couple  of  questions  in  line 
with  another  subject  contained  in  the 
bill. 

I  have  received  over  the  past  2  months 
numerous  complaints  from  the  poultry 
producers  in  my  State  and  from  other 
areas  of  the  country  regarding  losses 
which  they  have  suffered  by  using  con¬ 
taminated  poultry  vaccine.  It  was  my 
understanding  that  this  vaccine  was  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  tested  and  approved  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  before  being 


released  for  general  use.  Has  the  com¬ 
mittee  taken  any  action  in  this  bill  which 
will  improve  the  administration  of  the 
Virus  Serum  Toxin  Act,  and  provide  for 
more  thorough  testing  of  these  poultry 
biologies? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes.  The  committee 
recommended  an  increase  of  $500,000  for 
improving  the  administration  of  this 
program.  This  will  provide  for  increased 
sampling  and  testing  of  these  biologies, 
and  also  provide  additional  funds  for 
stricter  enforcement.  In  addition,  we 
have  requested  the  Department  to  review 
this  program  and  report  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  next  year  on  needed  improvements. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Have 
any  funds  been  recommended  for  the 
eradication  and  control  of  the  disease 
mycoplasma  gallisepticum,  which  has 
been  spread  through  previously  clean 
flocks  by  the  use  of  this  contaminated 
vaccine? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes.  We  included 
$150,000  in  additional  funds  to  step  up 
the  eradication  of  this  particular  disease. 
Before  we  did  that,  we  received  general 
complaints  and  petitions  from  the  poul¬ 
try  producers  all  over  the  Nation  that 
steps  be  taken  along  that  line.  We  are 
very  hopeful  that  these  steps  will  prove 
to  be  effective. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  chairman  for  his  cooperation,  and 
I  thank  the  committee  for  their  con¬ 
sideration  of  these  most  important  func¬ 
tions.  I  strongly  support  their  decision. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend,  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware.  I  congratulate  him  on  his  always 
careful  following  of  the  problems  of  the 
poultry  industry  and  other  industries  in 
his  role  as  the  safeguarder  of  the  poultry 
producers  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  committee  amendments  be 
considered  and  agreed  to  en  bloc,  and 
that  the  bill,  as  amended,  be  considered 
as  original  text,  and  that  no  points  of 
order  shall  be  considered  as  having  been 
waived  by  this  action. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  committee  amendments,  agreed  to 
en  bloc,  are  as  follows: 

On  page  3,  line  13,  after  “$100",  to  strike 
out  “$120,873,000’’  and  insert  “$123,844,600”; 
in  line  17,  after  the  word  “which”,  to  strike 
out  “$10,619,000"  and  insert  “$11,869,000”; 
in  line  20,  after  the  word  “and”,  to  strike 
out  “$5,401,300”  and  insert  “$3,965,700”;  and, 
on  page  4,  line  1,  after  “(21  U.S.C.  113a)  to 
insert  “Provided  further.  That  none  of  the 
funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  a  budget  estimate  for  fiscal 
1968  of  more  than  $15,000,000  for  research  to 
be  financed  by  transfer  from  funds  available 
under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1935,  and  pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-25;”. 

On  page  4,  line  13,  after  “(21  U.S.C. 
114b-c)  ”,  to  strike  out  “$76,764,000”  and 
insert  “$81,498,200”,  and,  in  line  20,  after 
the  words  “per  centum”,  to  insert  a  colon  and 
“ Provided  further,  That  $100,000  of  the 
amount  appropriated  by  this  paragraph  shall 
remain  available  until  expended  for  the 
planning  of  facilities  without  regard  to  limi¬ 
tations  placed  herein”. 

On  page  6,  line  9,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
pended”,  to  strike  out  “$3,000,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$6,000,000”. 

On  page  7,  line  5,  after  the  word  "includ¬ 


ing”,  to  strike  out  “$48,113,000”  and  insert 
“$53,113,000”;  at  the  beginning  of  line  10, 
to  strike  out  “$2,500,000”  and  insert  “$3,- 
000,000”;  in  line  18,  after  the  word  “and”, 
to  strike  out  “$304,000”  and  insert  “$317,- 
000”;  and,  on  page  8,  line  4,  after  the  word 
“all”,  to  strike  out  “$55,227,000”  and  insert 
“$60,740,000”. 

On  page  8,  line  14,  after  the  word  "Act”, 
to  strike  out  “$74,347,500”  and  insert  “$77,- 
347,500  (except  $2,800,000  which  may  be  dis¬ 
tributed  under  section  3(d)  of  the  Act)”, 
and,  in  line  18,  after  the  word  "all”,  to  strike 
out  “$75,917,500”  and  Insert  “$78,918,500”. 

On  page  12,  line  6,  after  the  word  "ex¬ 
pended”,  to  strike  out  “$67,020,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$70,000,000”. 

On  page  13,  line  16,  after  “(16  U.S.C. 
590p)  ”,  to  strike  out  “$16,112,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$18,500,000”. 

On  page  14,  at  the  beginning  of  line  1, 
to  strike  out  “$4,347,000”  and  insert  “$4,- 
574,000.” 

On  page  15,  line  3,  after  the  word  “pro¬ 
ducts”,  to  strike  out  “$12,032,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$12,182,000.” 

On  page  15,  line  25,  after  the  word  “laws” 
to  strike  out  “$13,272,000"  and  insert  "$13,- 
575,000.” 

On  page  16,  line  24,  after  “1946”,  to  strike 
out  “$82,757,000”  and  insert  “$83,581,000.” 

On  page  17,  line  9,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  1446, 
note)”,  to  strike  out  “$50,000,000”  and  insert 
“$105,000,000”,  and,  in  the  same  line,  after 
the  amendment  just  above  stated,  to  strike 
out  “and  in  addition  $53,000,000  shall  be 
transferred  from  funds  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7 
U.S.C.  612c),  and  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation.” 

On  page  17,  line  16,  after  “(42  U.S.C.  1751- 
1760)”,  to  strike  out  “$157,000,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$167,000,000”. 

On  page  18,  line  5,  after  “1964”,  to  strike 
out  “$150,000,000,  to  be  provided  from  funds 
available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of 
August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)”  and  insert 
“$100,000,000,  and  in  addition  $25,000,000  ap¬ 
propriated  under  this  head  in  Public  Law 
89-316,  approved  November  2,  1965,  shall  be 
transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation;  Provided,  That  no  funds  available 
in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  plan  or  formu¬ 
late  a  food  stamp  program  for  fiscal  1968  to 
be  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  from  funds 
available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  Au¬ 
gust  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  ”. 

On  page  19,  line  14,  after  “(7  U.S.C.  1766)”. 
to  strike  out  “$21,088,000”  and  insert  “$21.- 
349,000”. 

On  page  20,  at  the  beginning  of  line  21, 
to  strike  out  "$128,558,000”  and  insert 
“$130,424,500”,  and,  in  line  22,  after  the 
word  "exceed”,  to  strike  out  “$75,803,600” 
and  insert  “$77,545,000”. 

On  page  24,  line  23,  after  “1965”,  to  strike 
out  “$2,200,000”  and  insert  “$3,000,000,  and 
in  addition  $1,375,000  appropriated  under 
this  head  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1965,  shall  be  transferred 
to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation”. 

On  page  25,  line  7,  after  the  word 
“amended”,  to  strike  out  "$7,500,000”  and 
insert  “$10,000,000”. 

On  page  25,  line  13,  after  the  word  “Cor¬ 
poration”,  to  strike  out  ”$90,000,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$50,000,000”. 

On  page  26,  at  the  beginning  of  line  18, 
to  strike  out  "$637,000”  and  insert 
"$2,500,000”. 

On  page  27,  line  8,  after  “(5  U.S.C.  574),” 
to  strike  out  “$2,400,000”  and  insert  “$2,- 
604,000.” 

On  page  27,  line  19,  after  the  word  “De¬ 
partment”,  to  strike  out  “$1,826,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$1,851,000,”  and  in  line  20,  after  the 
word  “exceed”,  to  strike  out  “$537,000”,  and 
insert  “$562,000”. 

On  page  28,  line  17,  after  the  word  “Li¬ 
brary,”  to  strike  out  “$2,147,000”,  and  insert 
“$2,501,000;”. 
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On  page  30,  at  the  beginning  of  line  13, 
to  strike  out  “$365,000,000",  and  insert 
"$375,000,000,”;  in  the  same  line,  after  the 
amendment  Just  above  stated,  to  strike  out 
“of  which  $72,500,000  shall  be  placed  in  re¬ 
serve  to  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such 
amount  is  required  during  the  current  fiscal 
year  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for 
the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of 
the  rural  electrification  program;";  in  line 
18,  after  the  word  “programs, ”  to  strike  out 
"$97,000,000”;  and  insert  “$117,000,000,”;  and 
in  line  19,  after  the  amendment  just  above 
stated,  to  strike  out  “of  which  $6,000,000 
shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed 
under  the  same  terms  and  condtions  to  the 
extent  that  such  amount  is  required  dur¬ 
ing  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then 
existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
orderly  development  of  the  rural  telephone 
program.”. 

On  page  31,  line  7,  after  “(5  XJ.S.C.  55a),” 
to  strike  out  “$12,202,000”,  and  insert  “$12,- 
302,000.”. 

On  page  31,  line  16,  after  the  word  “loans,” 
to  strike  out  “$300,000,000”,  and  insert 
“$350,000,000,”  and  in  line  17,  after  the 
amendment  just  above  stated,  to  strike  out 
“of  which  $50,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  re¬ 
serve  to  be  used  only  to  the  extent  required 
during  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then 
existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and 
orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  program.”. 

On  page  32,  line  7,  after  the  word  “assist¬ 
ance”,  to  strike  out  “to  public  nonprofit 
organizations”. 

On  page  33,  line  1,  after  “(40  U.S.C.  440- 
444);"  to  strike  out  ”$51,057,000”,  and  insert 
“$51,000,000,”. 

On  page  34,  line  5,  after  the  word  “ex¬ 
penses,”  to  strike  out  “$8,342,000”,  and  in¬ 
sert  “$8,546,000.”. 

On  page  34,  line  8,  after  the  word  “exceed” 
to  strike  out  “$4,150,000”  and  insert 
“$4,000,000”. 

On  page  34,  line  22,  after  “(15  XJ.S.C.  713a- 
11,  713a^l2),”  to  strike  out  “$3,500,000,000”, 
and  insert  “$3,555,855,000”,  and  in  line  23, 
after  the  amendment  just  above  stated,  to 
strike  out  “ :  Provided,  That  no  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate 
or  administer  programs  for  the  sale  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  pursuant  to  titles  I  or 
IV  of  Public  Law  480,  83rd  Congress,  as 
amended,  to  any  nation  which  sells  or  fur¬ 
nishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft  un¬ 
der  its  registry  to  transport  to  North  Viet¬ 
nam  any  equipment,  materials  or  commodi¬ 
ties,  as  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  governed  by 
a  Communist  regime”  and  insert  Provided, 
That  unless  the  President  determines  that 
the  national  interest  requires  otherwise,  no 
funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  administer  programs  for  the 
sale  of  agricultural  commodities  pursuant  to 
titles  I  or  IV  of  Public  Law  480,  Eighty-third 
Congress,  as  amended,  to  any  nation  which 
sells  or  furnishes  or  which  permits  ships  or 
aircraft  under  its  registry  to  transport  to 
North  Vietnam  any  equipment,  materials,  or 
commodities,  so  long  as  hostilities  are  in 
progress  in  Vietnam.”. 

At  the  top  of  page  37,  to  strike  out: 
•‘international  wheat  agreement 

“For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1967  and 
unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including  in¬ 
terest  thereon,  under  the  International 
Wheat  Agreement  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(7  XJ.S.C.  1641-1642),  or  commodity  export 
authorities  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration,  $40,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended.” 

On  page  37,  line  20,  after  “(5  XJ.S.C.-  55a)”, 
to  strike  out  “$350,000”  and  insert  “$600,- 
000”. 

On  page  38,  line  2,  after  the  word  “and”, 
to  strike  out  “twenty-one”  and  insert 
“thirty-four”. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  during 
the  meeting  of  the  full  committee  yes¬ 
terday,  a  matter  arose  on  which  we 
were  unable  to  act  because  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  has  not  submitted  an  esti¬ 
mate  at  the  time,  but  I  was  authorized 
by  the  unanimous  vote  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  to  offer  a  certain  amendment  on 
the  floor  at  this  time  provided  a  supple¬ 
mental  budget  item  was  received  in  time 
for  presentation.  We  understood  the 
budget  estimate  was  in  the  course  of 
preparation. 

On  that  basis  I  shall  ask  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  an  amendment  which  would 
authorize  $300,000  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  con¬ 
duct  a  referendum  which  must  be  held 
before  the  recently  passed  bill  can  be¬ 
come  operative.  That  is  the  bill  by 
which  a  tax  or  contribution  of  $1  per 
bale  is  required  on  all  cotton  produced, 
with  certain  conditions  laid  down  by  that 
bill,  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  the 
sale  and  greater  use  of  cotton. 

The  committee  was  unanimous  in  its 
authorization  that  the  amendment  be 
offered  as  a  committee  amendment  if  the 
supplemental  item  were  received  in  time. 
That  item  has  been  received.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  supplemen- 


Tliis  proposed  amendment  provides  funds 
to  initiate  work  under  the  Cotton  Research 
and  Promotion  Act  of  1966  recently  enacted 
by  the  Congress.  This  legislation  authorizes 
a  qotton  research  and  promotion  program 
with  funds  collected  from  cotton  producers 
by  assessing  them  $1  per  bale  of  cotton  pro¬ 
duced  and  marketed.  The  necessary  public 
hearings,  producer  referendum  and  estab¬ 
lishment  of  regulations  will  take  about  10 
months.  Therefore,  in  order  to  be  ready  to 
implement  the  Act  at  the  start  of  the  crop 
year  next  June,  it  is  necessary  to  begin  the 
preliminary  steps  as  soon  as  possible. 

I  recommend  that  the  foregoing  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1967 
be  transmitted  to  the  Congress. 
Respectfully  yours, 

Charles  L.  Schultze, 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  that 
It  be  stated.  I  ask  that  the  amendment 
be  considered,  and  agreed  to  as  a  com¬ 
mittee  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  16,  line  24,  strike  out  “$83,581,000”, 
and  insert  “$83,881,000”. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  addition  of  the 
$300,000  is  for  the  purpose  covered  by 
the  supplemental  budget  item. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  unless 
someone  has  questions  to  propound  at 


tal  budget  request  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record  as  part  of  my  statement. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  supple¬ 
mental  budget  request  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

The  President  of  the  Senate. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  transmit  here¬ 
with  for  the  consideration  of  the  Congress 
an  amendment  to  the  request  for  appropri¬ 
ations  transmitted  in  the  budget  for  the 
fiscal  years  1967  in  the  amount  of  $300,000 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  details  of  this  amendment,  the  neces¬ 
sity  therefor,  and  the  reasons  for  its  sub¬ 
mission  at  this  time  are  set  forth  in  the 
attached  letter  from  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  with  whose  comments 
and  observations  thereon  I  concur. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 


Estimate  No.  S.  Doc.  98 
89th  Congress,  Second  Session 

Executive  Office  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  herewith 
for  your  consideration  an  amendment  to  the 
request  for  appropriations  transmitted  in  the 
budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1967  in  the  amount 
of  $300,000  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  as  follows : 


this  time  or  has  remarks  of  his  own  that 
he  wishes  to  make  on  the  bill,  it  is  my 
purpose  to  suggest  that  the  debate  go 
over  until  tomorrow.  At  that  time  we 
will  probably  consider  some  controversial 
items  which  will  require  some  discussion 
and  perhaps  some  votes. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  particularly  commend  the 
chairman  of  the  Agricultural  Appropria¬ 
tions  Subcommittee,  the  able  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  who 
has  handled  this  bill  with  singular  ability 
and  competence.  Senator  Holland  not 
only  distinguishes  himself  by  his  effi¬ 
ciency  and  initiative  in  his  handling  of 
these  technical  and  complicated  matters, 
but  his  tact  and  diplomacy  enable  him  to 
handle  even  the  most  thorny  issues  with 
facility.  I  would  like  to  take  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  express  my  appreciation  to  him 
and  to  the  other  members  of  this  sub¬ 
committee  for  a  job  well  done. 

It  is  particularly  gratifying  to  see  sev¬ 
eral  items  included  in  this  legislation 
which  will  be  of  particular  value  to  the 
farmers  in  South  Carolina,  as  well  as 
in  other  parts  of  the  country.  Certain 
of  our  farmers  have  experienced  long 
delays  in  getting  harmful  agricultural 
insects  properly  identified  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  In  some  instances, 
these  delays  resulted  in  a  major  portion 
of  the  crop  being  lost  before  corrective 
measures  could  be  taken.  This  present 
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bill  includes  an  increase  in  the  appro¬ 
priation,  which  I  requested,  for  this  agri¬ 
cultural  service  that  will  accelerate  and 
improve  the  identification  process. 

The  Santee  River  Basin  is  a  most  im- 
poi’tant  economic  area  in  the  State  of 
South  Carolina,  and,  although  we  are 
blessed  with  water  as  an  abundant  nat¬ 
ural  resource,  a  planning  survey  has  been 
needed  for  some  time  in  this  river  basin 
to  plan  for  the  conservation  and  efficient 
use  of  this  water  resource  in  years  to 
come.  Under  the  appropriation  increase 
authorized  by  this  bill,  it  will  now  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  start  this  needed  survey. 

I  have  long  supported  soil  conservation 
and  watershed  programs  as  a  needed  pro¬ 
tection  of  our  natural  resources.  It  is 
pleasing  to  me  that  a  regional  soil  con¬ 
servation  district,  formed  in  the  lower 
part  of  my  State,  will  be  able  to  proceed 
with  its  forward-looking  plans  in  soil  and 
water  conservation  because  of  this  bill. 
This  cooperative  district  has  applied  for 
matching  funds  for  important  soil  con¬ 
servation  measures,  which  should-  now  be 
available  due  to  the  increase  in  the  re¬ 
source  conservation  and  development 
item  contained  in  the  bill.  This  type 
service  will  benefit  future  generations. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  my  distinguished  friend,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Carolina,  not  only  for  his 
courtesy,  but  also  for  his  more  than  gra¬ 
cious  reference  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida  and  to  his  associates  on  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  on  the  full  committee. 
We  are  grateful  for  his  comments. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


STATEMENT  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  PROCUREMENT  OF  CERTAIN 
EQUIPMENT  OF  THE  ARMED 
FORCES  DURING  THE  FISCAL 
YEAR  1967 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  my  vote 
was  cast  yesterday  against  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  military  procurement 
bill  because  the  bill  represents  another 
installment  on  foreign  policy  by  military 
power.  We  have  reached  the  stage  where 
we  vote  billions  for  military  force  with¬ 
out  attention  to  the  uses  to  which  it  wilt 
be  put. 

And  as  our  military  power  is  increased, 
it  becomes  easier  and  more  tempting  to 
use  it  anywhere  and  everywhere  ^prob¬ 
lem  for  the  United  States  arises  ' 

Through  these  vast  military/expendi¬ 
tures,  we  are  substituting  foyce  for  for¬ 
eign  policy.  I  think  it  is  jtfme  we  took 
a  long  pause  and  developed^  foreign  pol¬ 
icy  to  which  our  military  establishment 
would  be  oriented.  We  are  proceeding 
the  other  way  around:  We  profess  to  be 
aghast  when  the  (?ninese  say  that  all 
power  comes  fro  in'  the  barrel  of  a  gun, 
but  we  are  the/nation  acting  on  that 
premise.  It  was  of  deep  regret  to  me 
that  this  huge  hardware  procurement 
was  tied  in  With  compensation  for  mem¬ 
bers  of  tjne  Armed  Forces.  The  two 
should  have  been  considered  separately. 

I  favored  the  military  pay  raise.  I 
have /favored  and  supported  extensive 
benefits  not  only  for  servicemen,  but  for 
vejrerans.  With  the  exception  of  the 
enator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough], 
do  not  know  of  any  member  of  this 


body  who  labored  longer  and  harder  than 
I  to  restore  the  benefits  of  the  GI  bill  to 
men  who  served  after  1955.  On  June  30, 
I  cosponsored  with  Senator  Montoya,  of 
New  Mexico,  S.  3580,  providing  for  addi¬ 
tional  readjustment  assistance  for  Viet¬ 
nam  veterans. 

This  is  not  a  question  of  providing  the 
best  in  compensation  and  benefits  for 
our  military  people. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  shortly  intro¬ 
duce  a  bill  that  not  only  would  expand 
the  provisions  of  the  GI  bill,  but  also 
would  provide  better  compensation  by 
way  of  benefits  to  the  survivors  of  Amer¬ 
ican  men  who  are  being  killed  in  an  un¬ 
constitutional  and  un justifiable  war  in 
Vietnam.  For  the  men  that  survive  and 
are  wounded,  my  bill  would  provide  addi¬ 
tional  benefits  to  those  that  now  accrue 
to  them,  because  in  my  judgment  we  owe 
a  great  debt  to  the  men  who  are  being 
sacrificed,  either  by  loss  of  life  or  limb, 
to  carry  on  the  U.S.  outlawry  in  south¬ 
east  Asia  in  an  undeclared  war. 

However,  the  issue  in  the  bill  that  was 
•passed  by  the  Senate  yesterday,  and  to 
which  I  was  the  sole  dissenter,  is  in  the 
lature  and  direction  of  our  militaj 
iwer,  in  how  it  will  be  used. 

my  opinion,  we  are  leaning  rhore 
and 'more  upon  the  gun  barrel  ayid  the 
bayonet  in  world  affairs. 

The  Presidential  semantics  l&st  night 
was  fine.\But  they  bear  no  relationship 
to  his  forefen  policy  towardXsia.  By  our 
actions,  the  IJnited  Statesznas  proved  we 
do  not  believe\in  partnership  with  Asia. 
In  practice,  we\belieye  that  Asia  must 
conform  to  the  Mierican  view  of  how 
Asia’s  affairs  shomd  be  arranged.  We 
intend  to  do  business  with  Asia  on  our 
terms,  and  our /term\ will  be  enforced 
with  military  power. 

I  am  satisfied  that  history  will  record 
that  all  the  talk  of  the  President,  the 
Secretary/of  State,  and  the  Secretary  of 
Defense/about  seeking  and  negotiating 
peace  in  Asia  really  rests  upon  the  major 
premise  that  our  enemies  in  AsiH  must 
surrender  first.  We  are  in  favor  of  ne¬ 
gotiations  if  we  can  get  a  surrenderf^ut 
administration  has  not  demo* 
strated  that  it  is  not  insisting  on  a  sur* 
render  before  it  reaches  a  negotiation. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  face  it:  We  can¬ 
not  negotiate  on  a  bilateral  basis  with 
any  country  in  Asia  with  which  we  are 
now  engaged  in  an  undeclared  war.  That 
is  why  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon 
has  been  pleading  for  more  than  3  years 
that  we  face  up  to  the  fact  that  any  set¬ 
tlement  in  Asia  must  be  on  a  multilateral 
basis,  with  the  United  States  and  South 
Vietnam  on  one  side  of  the  negotiating 
table,  North  Vietnam  and  the  Vietcong 
and  probably  Red  China  on  the  other 
side,  and  noncombatant  nations  sitting 
at  the  head  of  the  table  to  direct  the 
course  of  a  peace  settlement. 

What  a  pity  that  the  same  President 
who  talks  of  a  lasting  peace  that  can  only 
come  about  through  “full  participation 
by  all  nations  in  an  international  com¬ 
munity  under  law”  continues  to  ignore 
the  United  Nations  Charter  with  respect 
to  American  obligations  under  it. 

Oh,  yes,  it  can  be  said  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  has  submitted  a  resolution 
to  the  Security  Council.  But  the  ugly 


reality  is,  Mr.  President,  that  this  ad¬ 
ministration  has  conducted  itself  on 
pro  forma  basis  in  the  United  Nations / 
respect  to  that  resolution,  for  our  Presi¬ 
dent  has  not  attempted  to  use  the  influ¬ 
ence  of  his  office  to  try  to  lead  the /United 
Nations  to  a  consideration  of  that  reso¬ 
lution. 

That  is  why  the  senior  Safiator  from 
Oregon  on  several  occasions,  from  this 
desk,  has  urged  that  the  President  go  to 
New  York  City  and  injure  a  speech  to 
the  world,  to  the  Security  Council,  or  to 
the  General  Assembly,  calling  upon  the 
United  Nations  to  lead  the  world  to  peace 
in  Asia,  by  taking  complete  jurisdiction 
over  the  threaxto  the  peace  in  Asia, 
which  means/taking  jurisdiction  over 
American  participation  in  warmaking 
in  Asia,  a/well  as  the  participation  of 
our  ener 

What/a  pity  that  the  semantics  of  the 
Whiter  House  are  used  to  cover  up  the 
failure  of  the  United  States  to  abide  by 
thy  Geneva  agreement  of  1954  for  Indo¬ 
china,  for  we  did  as  much  as  any  other 
nation  in  the  world  to  destroy  the  solu¬ 
tion  for  Indochina  that  was  worked  out 
at  that  Conference. 

What  the  President  said  in  his  speech 
last  night  has  no  relationship  to  his  ac¬ 
tual  policy  in  Asia.  The  possibility  of 
“reconciliation  between  nations  that  now 
call  themselves  enemies,”  which  he 
termed  vital  to  peace,  is  being  pushed 
further  and  further  into  the  dim  future 
by  the  President’s  war  policy  in  Asia. 
One  can  only  conclude  that  this  admin¬ 
istration  thinks  the  way  to  reconcile  is 
to  destroy  first. 

Surely,  the  possibility  of  any  recon¬ 
ciliation  with  China  will  require  the  re¬ 
moval  of  American  military  power  from 
her  doorstep.  Or  do  we  believe  that 
everyone  but  the  United  States  will  bar¬ 
gain  and  become  reconciled  with  others 
under  threat  of  destruction? 

About  one  thing  the  President  was 
right — the  importance  to  the  United 
States  of  a  part  of  the  world  where  live 
3  out  of  every  5  of  its  human  beings. 
The  question  is  not  its  importance;  the 
question  is  what  kind  of  an  Asia  will 
prove  most  satisfactory  to  American 
.interests? 

The  one  that  will  be  the  most  unsatis¬ 
factory,  the  most  threatening,  and  the 
moH,  unstable  will  be  an  Asia  trying  to 
free  iLself  from  American  domination. 
That  lk  where  the  President  has  gone 
wrong  inxhis  Asian  policy.  His  adminis¬ 
tration  isNletermined  to  dominate  Asia 
by  one  means  or  another,  to  prevent  any 
country  therfc  from  ever  becoming  a 
threat  to  the  United  States.  Some  areas 
and  countries  b^n  be  dominated  by 
financial  means  ;\others  by  military 
means. 

But  domination,  arid  not  partnership 
or  cooperation,  is  the  administration  pol¬ 
icy  in  Asia,  despite  the  pious  words  of 
the  President  last  night. 

The  President  talks  about\iot  seeking 
any  bases  in  Asia,  but  the  sad  fact  is  that 
we  are  building  them,  and  the  sad  fact  is 
that  we  are  building  substantial  bases  in 
Asia;  and  the  fact  is  that  we  are  buHding 
them  in  Thailand,  we  are  building  tnem 
in  South  Vietnam,  we  are  expandir 
bases  bases  in  the  Philippines  and  Oki- 
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nawa,  and  we  have  passed  a  bill  in  this 
sesripn  of  Congress  that  authorizes  the 
building  of  bases  to  the  tune  of  a  good 
many  Hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  at 
the  discretion  of  the  President  and  the 
Secretary\f  Defense. 

Anyone  who  thinks  that  those  bases 
will  be  builtNby  the  United  States  and 
then  the  United  States  will  walk  away 
from  those  bas^s,  could  not  be  more 
wrong. 

I  am  satisfied  tmff  the  United  States 
is  building  permanent  military  bases  in 
Asia,  and  that  this  will  cause  the  occu¬ 
pation  of  large  parts  of  Asia  by  tens  upon 
tens  of  thousands  of  American  troops  for 
decades  and  decades  to  conrn. 

I  believe  that  this  is  a  sbrry  foreign 
policy  for  this  Republic,  and  it  is  a  for¬ 
eign  policy  that  in  my  judgment  must 
be  changed,  or  we  will  start  writing  the 
first  chapter  of  the  decline  of  American 
civilization. 

What  a  pity  that  the  President,  wiao 
told  nations  in  Asia  last  night  that  “vie1 
tory  for  your  armies  is  impossible,”  con¬ 
tinues  to  act  in  the  belief  that  victory  for 
American  armies  in  Asia  is  possible. 
The  war  in  Indochina  ended  in  1954. 
The  United  States  revived  it  when  we 
tried  to  undo  that  peace  and  began  to 
arm  South  Vietnam.  All  the  things  the 
President  told  Asians  last  night  about 
the  futility  of  resort  to  arms  apply 
equally  to  his  own  Asian  policy.  Sooner 
or  later,  the  United  States,  too,  will  have 
to  turn  away  from  the  use  of  force  as  a 
means  of  establishing  a  pro-Western 
base  in  South  Vietnam. 

The  President’s  contention  that  Asia 
and  Europe  are  the  same  insofar  as 
American  policy  and  interests  are  con¬ 
cerned,  simply  does  not  stand  the  test  of 
current  history.  It  does  not  stand  the 
test  of  fact,  for  it  relies  on  perpetuation 
of  Western  bases  in  Asia  that  are  relics 
of  the  colonial  past.  An  uphill  and 
costly  struggle  will  be  necessary  to  main¬ 
tain  them.  We  can  expect  the  price  to 
get  higher  the  longer  we  try  to  hang  on. 

It  does  not  stand  the  test  of  reason, 
for  contrary  to  the  President’s  fine 
words,  it  is  not  the  partnership  of  equals 
we  are  seeking  in  Asia,  but  the  securing 
of  American  military  interests  in  thej 
Pacific. 

The  problem  of  this  administrations 
that  it  cannot  conceive  of  a  peac£  or 
a  condition  of  Asia  that  is  not , of  its 
own  making.  Its  overwhelming^  desire 
to  have  an  American  hand  in  eyery  gov¬ 
ernment  of  Asia  and  an  American  hand 
in  every  relationship  between  countries 
in  Asia  is  the  most  basic/ingredient  of 
administration  Asian  policy.  Overman¬ 
agement  of  Asian  affaiis  is  the  greatest 
vulnerability  of  that/policy,  for  it  will 
cost  the  American  people  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  and  thousand^  of  lives  and  it  still 
will  never  produce  an  American  peace 
in  Asia.  The/  administration  sees  a 
threat  to  oin f  military  position  in  the 
Pacific  wherever  it  does  not  control 
events.  And  the  cost  of  controlling  of 
three-fiftns  of  the  world’s  people  is  going 
to  staler  even  so  rich  a  country  as  our 
own. 

I/nave  said  nothing  in  this  speech 
about  my  view  of  the  lack  of  morality 
our  foreign  policy  in  Asia.  I  have 
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spoken  on  that  subject  many  times  in 
the  last  3  years.  In  my  judgment,  our 
policy  in  Asia  cannot  be  reconciled  with 
morality. 

Yesterday  I  voted  against  the  military 
procurement  bill  of  some  $17  billion-plus 
because,  in  my  judgment,  I  have  a  trust 
and  a  responsibility  to  carry  out  what 
I  think  is  a  very  important  check  that 
the  Constitutional  Fathers  wrote  intp 
the  Constitution:  check  of  the  purse 
strings. 

In  my  judgment,  we  cannot  change  the 
foreign  policy  of  this  administration, 
which  is  dominated  by  the  military  at  the 
present  time,  until  we  start  checking  the 
expenditure  of  funds,  which  means  the 
appropriation  of  funds.  If  we  will  use 
the  check  of  the  purse  strings,  this  ad¬ 
ministration  will  be  forced  to  change  its 
foreign  policy. 

I  voted  against  the  military  procure¬ 
ment  bill  yesterday. 

I  intend  to  continue  to  vote  against 
appropriations  for  the  military  until 
vthere  is  a  change  in  American  foreign 
i^olicy,  for  in  my  judgment  American 
foreign  policy  is  dominated  by  the  Pen¬ 
tagon  Building.  In  my  judgment,  the 
Secretory  of  Defense  is  the  real  Secre¬ 
tary  oi  State  in  this  country. 

I  voted  against  it  because  I  gj^atly 
fear  that\his  great  country  is  on  its  way 
to  control  \>f  our  foreign  policy  by  the 
military  if  wh  do  not  watch  ou#T  There¬ 
fore,  it  is  important  to  bring  the  military 
under  control,  and  I  thinks  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  that  the  Johnson  Administration 
learn  from  the  Ameren  people  that 
they  have  cause  forVymcern  of  moving 
in  the  direction  of  mjtHpry  control  under 
a  democratic  label./ 


HOME  RULE  FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF 
'COLUMBIA 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  Rwish  to 
take  thi Opportunity  to  commendySena- 
tor  Wayne  Morse  for  his  persistent  and 
dedicated  efforts  to  secure  home  ruleyfor 
citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
expressing  his  intention  to  offer  thl 
5me  rule  bill  as  an  amendment  to  the 
ligher  education  bill,  the  Senator  has 
indeed  demonstrated  his  determination 
to  leave  no  stone  unturned  to  provide  full 
citizenship  for  people  in  the  Nation’s 
Capital. 

I  suspect  no  one  would  deny  that  the 
District  of  Columbia  represents  an  anom¬ 
aly  in  our  democracy.  Its  citizens  are 
required  to  pay  taxes  and  assume  other 
responsibilities  of  citizenship,  yet  they 
are  deprived  of  one  of  the  basic  privileges 
available  to  all  other  citizens,  the  right 
to  participate  in  their  own  government. 

The  seat  of  our  National  Government 
should  be  the  epitome  of  the  principles 
upon  which  our  system  of  government 
was  founded,  and  thereby  serve  as  a  con¬ 
stant  reminder  of  the  merits  of  a  truly 
democratic  society. 

In  my  opinion.  Senator  Morse’s 
amendment  would  substantially  accom¬ 
plish  this  desirable  goal. 

I  wash  to  cite  two  features  that  would 
make  the  District  of  Columbia  structure 
consistent  with  proclaimed  national 
principles. 

First,  the  nonpartisan  election  provi¬ 


sion.  This  will  make  the  principle  of 
democratic  representation  a  reality  by> 
encouraging  and  enabling  the  citizens 
the  District  of  Columbia  to  elect  thjafce 
who  govern  them.  This  provision  \wuild 
recognize  one  of  our  most  ch^shed 
credos — that  there  should  be  no  Ration 
without  representation. 

Second,  the  formula  for  a  Fpfieral  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  District  of  Colmnbia.  Espe¬ 
cially  commendable  here  tonat  is  it  per¬ 
mits  greater  flexibility  iiVsuch  payments 
by  varying  them  on  the^isis  °f  modifica¬ 
tions  in  the  size  of  ^Federal  establish¬ 
ments  and  local  taxes.  This  approach  to 
Federal  payments/will  make  it  possible 
for  the  Federal  government  to  contrib¬ 
ute  its  fair  an/a  equitable  share  to  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

Finally,  I/hope  all  Senators  will  join 
me  in  Aaporting  Senator  Morse’s 
praise  wo^hy  efforts  to  achieve  home  rule 
for  citizens  of  the  Nation’s  Capital  and 
thereby  make  it  an  example  of  demo¬ 
cratic  government. 

Ir.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Snator  yield? 

Mr.  HART.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  both  honored  and 
moved  by  the  statement  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  has  just 
made  with  regard  to  the  need  of  the 
adoption  of  a  home  rule  amendment  this 
year. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  I  have  decided 
to  offer  the  home  rule  amendment  to  the 
higher  education  bill  when  it  reaches 
the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

I  believe  that  is  a  particularly  ap¬ 
propriate  bill  on  which  to  add  it.  If 
there  is  anything  that  we  need  to  be  edu¬ 
cated  about  in  this  country  it  is  the  im¬ 
portance  of  giving  to  over  800,000  fellow 
Americans  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
the  right  of  self-government. 

- 1  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  that  as  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
who  goes  to  many  parts  of  the  world  and 
finds  himself  from  time  to  time  in  the 
capital  cities  of  many  of  the  so-called 
underdeveloped  nations  of  the  world,  I 
have  found  a  greater  knowledge  and  a 
setter  understanding  of  the  import  of  a 
sme  rule  bill  for  the  people  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  than  I  find  in  the 
caprtol  cities  of  most  of  the  States  of  the 
Unior 

The  'toct  is  that  most  people  in  our 
country  are  not  aware  of  the  significance 
and  the  symbolism  of  the  denial  of  first- 
class  citizenship  to  over  800,000  fellow 
Americans  inrthe  District  of  Columbia. 

Therefore,  aXa  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations,  I  wish  to 
say  that  if  there  Nvere  no  other  reason 
for  home  rule  in  the'District  of  Columbia 
than  to  change  the  tartiished  image  that 
this  country  has  in  many  underdevel¬ 
oped  areas  of  the  worlcKthat  would  be 
reason  enough  for  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment.  Millions  of  Ne  people  in 
the  world  do  not  understanoSour  boasts 
about  democracy  and  freedoms,  and  our 
denial  of  it  in  the  Capital  City,  of  the 
Republic  to  the  people  who  reside,  here. 

I  am  offering  the  amendment  t\the 
higher  education  bill  after  consultation 
with  many  advocates  of  home  rule, 
and  out  of  Congress,  and  in  both  Houses' 
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AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Brewster  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Douglas,  Mr.  Lausciie,  and  Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware) 
to  ILK.  14596,  an  Act  making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 
On  page  39,  between  lines  S  and  9,  insert  the  following: 

1  Sec.  508.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 

2  after  January  1,  1967,  no  producer  shall  be  eligible  for  price- 

3  support  loans  or  payments  under  any  program  or  programs 

4  administered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  any 

5  amount  in  excess  of  $50,000  for  any  one  year.  The  fore- 

6  going  limitation  shall  include  the  fair  dollar  value  (as  deter- 

7  mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture)  of  any  payment-in- 
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2 


1  kind  made  to  a  producer,  but  shall  not  include  any  payments 

2  made  to  a  producer  under  title  III  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 

3  as  amended. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  TIIE  UNITED  STATES 

July  13, 1966 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Montoya  to  II.  11.  14596,  an 
Act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  Year  ending  June 
30,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  18,  line  7,  strike  out  “$100,000,000”  and 

2  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$125,000,000”. 

Arndt.  No.  644 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  13, 1966 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  IIart  to  II. E.  14596,  an  Act 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30. 
1967,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  Page  17,  line  6,  strike  out  “$157,000,000”  and  insert 

2  “$171,500,000.” 

3  Page  17,  lines  16-17,  strike  “$2,000,000”  and  insert 

4  “$6,500,000” 


Arndt.  No.  645 


o 

y-i 

P* 

© 

© 

Pj 


O 

P 


B 

© 


P 

P 

►4 


S?  CO 

cr 


P 

P 

Pi 


cr 

© 


►P 


p 

ST 

pi 


p 


CP 

CO 


© 

p- 


Pb 

O 

•P 


K 

W 


§ 

p- 

© 

iP 


CO 

■Paq 


© 


CO 

Oi 

-I 


O 

CD 

?o 

3 


m 

cp 

05 


c+ 

O 


S« 

p 


cr 

© 


H»  e+- 

O  ' 

3 


© 

P 

ert- 


© 


O 

ei- 


© 

►1 


?o 


P  ^ 


CTS  P 

2.  ere 
,  © 

P 


t-j 

&! 
p  s 

P  CD 

P 

WT 


►3  s® 

o  "* 

to 

©  © 
TO  3 

■  p. 


So 
Pi 
p  PJ 
P  3 

3  © 

©  ^ 
M  ^ 


p> 

<r»- 


i> 

s 

►3 


crq 


o 

p 

TO 


PI 

z 

0 


■S' 


PI 

Z 

H 

w 


00 

CO 

H 

MW 

®  o 
£o 


DO  — , 

g  s 

O  M 

«  I 
02 
02 


50 


4^ 

01 

cr> 

o 


o 

o» 


© 

s 

Ou 

P 

3 


2: 

o 


toi 

CO 

cn 


OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
^WASHINGTON,  D.  C.  20250 

FICIAL  BUSINESS 


POSTAGE  AND  FEES  PAID 
U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


-ICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
IrOR  INFORMATION  ONLY} 

NOT  TO  BE  QUOTED  OR  CITED) 


Issued  July/15,  1966 
For  actions  of  July  14,  1966 

89th-2nd;  No.  112 


CONTENTS 


Adjournment. . . 

Fist  protein. . . 

Public  works . 

Agricultural 

FoodN'orices . . 

AS 

Reclamation. . . t t , 

2 

appropriations . 

Foreigrkaid . A 

RfiCT*paH  on 

7 

Appropriations . 

Forestry^. . /. . 

6,7 

School  milk, r , , , , 

3 

Community  development.. 

.19 

Loans. . . .  .X . A  .  . . 

Soil  snrvpvs. . . 

Dairy . 

Opinion  poll\..A . 

.11 

Ti  mo 

01 

Economy . 

Postal  service'A . 

Water  pollution.. 

Farm  program. . . 

Poverty . /.  . 

Wheat . . 

1 

Farmers . 

President  * s/speech\. . . . 

.17 

HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  approved  extension  of  Internatl 

>onal 

Wheat  Agreement. 

House 

:n. 


SENATE 


1.  WHEAT.  Agreed  to  a  protocol  for  extension  of  the  International  Wheat  Ag^ement 

until/Fuly  31,  1967.  pp.  14936-8 

2.  RECLAMATION.  Sen.  Moss  commended  and  inserted  an  editorial  favoring  the  Centre 
rcizona  project  dams  on  the  Colorado  River,  pp.  14922-3 


3.  MI\K.  Sen,  Proxmire  stated  he  will  follow  closely  the  school  milk  program 
 ascertain  if  the  funds  appropriated  are  "adequate,"  p.  14922 


4,  APPROPRIATIONS.  Agreed  to  limit  debate  to  one  hour  on  each  amendment  to  H.  R, 
14596,  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill,  when  the  bill  is  considered  today, 
July  15.  p.  14942 


HOUSE 


SOIL  SURVEYS.  A,  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  approved  for  full 
committee  consideration  S.  902,  amended,  to  authorize  this  Department  to  pro¬ 
vide  soil  information  assistance  to  States  and  other  public:  agencies,  including 
community  developmei^t  districts,  for  guidance  in  community  planning  and  resource 
development,  p.  D62\-3 


6.  FORESTS.  A  subcommittee\pf  the  Agriculture  Committee /approved  for  full  committee 
consideration  H.  R.  954,  ^or  the  relief  of  certain  Arsons  having  summer  homes 


in  thepiao'cT^sIt  RecreationWea,  Stanislaus  National  Forest,  p.  D623 


7.  RECREATION.  A  subcommittee  of\the  Interior  and /Insular  Affairs  Committee 
approved  for  full  committee  cortsi  derat  ion  S.  9d6,  to  establish  in  Mich,  the 
Sleeping  Bear  Dunes  National  Lak^shore;  H.  fr;  2778,  amended,  to  provide  for  the 
establishment  of  the  Bighorn  Canyon  National  Recreation  Area;  and  H.  R.  8678, 
amended,  to  establish  in  Mich,  the  Xictur^ed  Rocks  National  Lakeshore.  p.  D623 


8.  LOANS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  approved  for  full  committee 
consideration  H.  R.  15510,  to  authorize  \t  his  Department  to  hold  prepayments 
made  to  the  Secretary  by  insured-lo^n  borrowers  and  transmit  them  to  the  holder 
of  the  note  in  installments  as  they  become\due.  p.  D623 


9.  ECONOMY.  Rep.  Ullman  expressed/oncern  for  th\  future  of  the  economy  "because 
of  skyrocketing  interest  ratey' and  the  critical^ imbalance  in  the  national  money 
supply."  pp.  15034-6 


10.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Andreys,  N.  Dak.,  claimed  therX.is  an  "anti-farm  attitude 


of  this  administration /^ith  its  hide  export  control^,  cheese  import  increases 
and  the  cutbacks  of  domestic  meat  purchases  for  the  military,  reductions  in 
school  lunch  and  school  milk  funds--all  designed  to  pu&h  down  farm  prices." 
p.  15037 


11.  OPINION  POLL.  R^p.  Wydler  inserted  the  results  of  a  questionnaire  including 
items  of  interest  to  this  Department,  p.  15053 


12.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Rep.  Devine  commended  and  inserted  a  speech  by\Rep.  Cramer  on 
the  Federal  water  pollution  control  programs,  pp.  15053-6 


13.  POVERTY ./  Rep .  Cramer  inserted  an  article  bringing  to  light  "furtherNlrregula- 
rities/in  the  administration  of  the  war  on  poverty  on  the  west  coast  \f 
Florida."  pp.  15057-8 

fhe  Rules  Committee  was  granted  until  midnight  July  15  to  file  a  report  on 
Hy  R.  15111,  to  make  various  amendments  to  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act, 
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any  branch  of  the  Government  which  has  a 
legitimate  need  for  Information  can  call  on 
^us  for  It.  By  the  same  token,  when  we  need 
jipertise  to  help  us  In  evaluation,  or  in  the 
complishment  of  any  of  our  missions,  we 
wilNnot  hesitate  to  go  anywhere  in  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  or  outside  it,  within  the  limitations 
of  security,  where  we  might  expect  to  find  the 
necessary  help.  But  our  closest  ties,  of 
course,  are  within  the  intelligence  commu¬ 
nity,  and  t\the  top  officials  of  the  executive 
branch. 

Question,  l^at  form  do  your  intelligence 
reports  take? 

Answer.  We  disseminate  finished  intelli¬ 
gence  in  an  infinite  variety  of  formats,  tail¬ 
ored  to  specific  purposes.  I  reported  fre¬ 
quently  in  person,  of  course,  to  the  President 
and  to  the  National  Security  Council.  I  have 
mentioned  the  Estimates^  and  our  “55-foot 
shelf”  of  basic  backgrouncNinformation. 

In  addition,  we  have  dai^v,  weekly  and 
monthly  publications,  some  global  in  scope, 
some  for  a  specific  country  or  arisis.  When 
the  situation  is  truly  critical,  I  have  on  occa¬ 
sion  ordered  situation  reports  as\often  as 
every  hour  on  the  hour,  around  trie  clock. 
Then  there  are  individual  memorandaSwhich 
give  us  great  flexibility  in  scope,  fmunat, 
deadlines  and  distribution.  And  we  also  turn 
out  studies  in  depth  which  are  the  equivalent 
of  a  scholarly  book  or  a  doctoral  dissertation* 
Various  publications  have  dissemination  lists, ' 
depending  on  their  sensitivity  and  purpose, 
which  range  from  less  than  half  a  dozen 
copies  to  hundreds. 

Question.  What  is  the  "ancestry”  of  the 
CIA  in  U.S.  intelligence  activities?  Does  it 
operate  differently  from  its  predecessors?' 

Answer.  The  Agency  grew  from  the  need  to 
establish  a  centralized  and  objective  intelli¬ 
gence  organization  in  peacetime.  A  primary 
impetus,  of  course;  was  the  experience  of 
Pearl  Harbor,  and  the  determination  to  in¬ 
sure  against  such  surprises  in  the  future. 

The  requirement  for  a  centralized  organi¬ 
zation  stemmed  from  the  successful  experi¬ 
ence  during  World  War  II  of  the  Office  of 
Strategic  Services  under  General  Donovan. 
The  requirement  was  made  all  the  more  real 
by  the  threat  posed  by  an  evangelistic  inter¬ 
national  Communism  which  became  readily 
apparent  shortly  after  the  close  of  World  War 
II.  There  was  general  agreement  within  the 
Government  that  there  was  need  for  a  non¬ 
partisan  co-ordinating  agency  in  the  intelli¬ 
gence  field.  As  a  result,  the  CIA  was  created 
in  1947. 

In  some  respects  the  Office  of  Strategic 
Services  of  World  War  II  was  our  ancestor, 
but  it  did  not  have  CIA’s  responsibility  fop 
co-ordinating  the  work  of  the  entire  intelp 
gence  community,  or  our  requirement /for 
across-the-board  coverage. 

Question.  Does  CIA  have  anything  that 
might  be  called  regulations  to  govern  its 
activities?  Who  prescribes  them? , 

Answer.  Is  there  a  Government  agency 
nearly  20  years  old  that  doesnR  have  a  rule 
book?  Start  with  the  original  legislation, 
which  spells  out  the  mission/of  CIA  and  pro¬ 
vides  that  we  function  ar  the  behest  and 
under  the  control  of  the/ President  and  the 
NSC.  Under  that  chauffer,  CIA  is  governed 
by  several  layers  of  Regulations  known  as 
the  “Nonskids,”  or  National  Security  Council 
Intelligence  Directives;  the  DCID’s,  or  Di¬ 
rector  of  Centwd  Intelligence  Directives, 
issued  by  the  .Director  in  his  capacity  as 
chairman  of  USIB,  and  head  of  the  intelli¬ 
gence  community;  and  finally,  as  in  the  case 
of  any  othaf  governmental  component,  CIA’s 
own  Agency  regulations. 

HELP  FROM  “BEST  BRAINS” 

Question.  Do  you  have  any  counsel  or  ad¬ 
vise/s  outside  the  Government? 

aswer.  We  have  several  panels  of  tech- 
Ical  experts,  both  inside  and  outside  the 


Government,  to  keep  us  informed  on  new 
developments  and  techniques  which  could 
be  of  us  to  us.  On  these  panels  are  the 
best  brains  in  this  country,  on  virtually  the 
entire  range  of  human  endeavor.  We  con¬ 
tract  for  studies  and  research  projects,  wher¬ 
ever  in  the  United  States  these  can  best  be 
performed. 

CIA  has  long  made  it  a  practice  to  dis¬ 
cuss  its  evaluations  of  the  international  sit¬ 
uation  with  top  men  in  the  civilian  world. 
We  have  done  a  great  deal  of  this,  but  we 
must  do  still  more.  One  of  my  last  acts 
with  the  Agency,  for  instance,  was  to  order 
even  greater  interchange  with  the  nongov¬ 
ernmental  experts  on  China. 

Question.  Have  you  found  that  the  spo¬ 
radic  criticism,  among  the  lines  that  spying 
is  a  devious  business  and  that  CIA  operates 
without  any  control,  has  made  people  re¬ 
luctant  to  work  with  you? 

Answer.  I  have  found  no  measurable  re¬ 
luctance  on  these  grounds,  although  there 
is  always  the  more  general  concern  of  the 
academic  world  that  governmental  funds  and 
governmental  projects  must  not  be  accom¬ 
panied,  by  unwelcome  controls  or  commit- 


Answer.  The  Central  Intelligence  Agency/ 
budget  is  reviewed  fully  by  the  Bureau 
the  Budget,  which  requires  the  same  assur¬ 
ances  and  justifications  for  expenditures  by 
intelligence  agencies  that  it  require;/  from 
any  other  part  of  our  Government.  /We  are 
not  immune  from  detailed  examination  of 
our  requests  by  the  Bureau,  nor  Are  we  ex¬ 
empt  from  its  skillful  pruning/knife. 

We  have  to  go  to  Congress  for  our  funds, 
just  like  other  agencies.  Tne  only  differ¬ 
ence  is  that,  after  our  requests  have  been 
approved  by  certain  special  congressional 
subcommittees,  the  specific  appropriations 
are  then  lumped  in  for  passage  with  other 
appropriations,  to  deny  hostile  intelligence 
services  information  about  our  activities 
which  would  be /very  useful  to  them.  We 
have  meticulous  auditing  procedures  to  in¬ 
sure  the  tightest  possible  control  over  the 
expenditure  ,/>f  funds  entrusted  to  the  CIA. 

Question/ In  light  of  the  recurring  argu¬ 
ments  about  a  so-called  “watchdog  commit¬ 
tee”1  for  CIA,  how  much  information  does 
CongRss  actually  get — not  your  intelligence 
repeats,  that  is,  but  information  about  your 
activities,  your  budget,  and  so  on? 


ments.  On  the  whole,  patriotic  citizens  in  /  ’  .  ~  _ T.  „  , 

m  waits  of  lit,  are  gla/.o  wort  with  u.  In  ”5;  a™  “ 


serving  the  national-security  interest.  The ,/lished,  the  Director  has  been  authorized 
intelligence  community  finds  this  very  grati/  and  ln  fact  directed  to  make  complete  dis- 
°  J  J  6  closure  of  CIA  activities  to  special  subcom¬ 

mittees  in  both  the  Senate  and  House. 


fying,  because  it  helps  us  give  the  President, 
vthe  executive  branch,  and  the  legislative 
ranch  the  very  best  judgments  that  the 
be*t  minds  in  this  country  can  arriyfe  at. 

‘UNDER  FULL  SCRUTINY 

Question.  Is  there  any  other  Administra¬ 
tion  control  of  your  operations/besides  the 
special  National  Security  Coupcil  committee 
you  mentioned? 

Answer.  The  CIA  and  R>  activities  have 
been  reviewed  in  detail  iiyrhe  past  by  Hoover 
Commission  task  forces/  the  Doolittle  Com¬ 
mittee,  the  Claris.  Committee,  and  several 
special  investigating/nodies  for  specific  pur¬ 
poses.  On  a  permanent  basis,  the  entire 
intelligence  community  is  under  continuing 
and  full  scrutiny  by  almost  knowledgeable 
and  distinguished  board 'of  private  citizens 
appointed  hy  the  President.  This  is  the 
President’s/  Foreign  Intelligence  Advisory 
Board,  fiiRt  established  in  January  of  1956  as 
the  Kill/an  Committee,  and  now  under  the 
chairmanship  of  Mr.  Clark  Clifford.  The 
present  membership  includes  Dr.  william  O. 
Baker  of  Bell  Telephone  Laboratories;  Mr. 

Wdon  Gray,  fbrmer  Special  Assistant  to 
Resident  Eisenhower  and  onetime  president 
'of  North  Carolina  University;  Prof.  Will 
Langer  of  Harvard;  Gen.  Maxwell  Taylor;  Aiiy- 
bassador  Robert  Murphy,  former  Under  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State;  Mr.  Frank  Pace,  Jr.,  former 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  former  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget;  Dr.  Edwin  Land, 
head  of  the  Polaroid  Corporation;  Adm.  John 
Sides,  USN  (ret.);  and  Mr.  Augustus  Long, 
formerly  the  top  executive  of  the  Texas 
Company. 

This  Board  meets  in  full  session  about 
every  six  weeks,  to  examine  in  depth  and 
detail  the  work  and  the  progress  of  the  entire 
U.S.  intelligence  program.  The  meetings 
last  two  or  three  days  and  include  compre¬ 
hensive  discussions  with  the  Director  and 
his  senior  officers,  heads  of  other  intelligence 
components,  and  senior  officials  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  who  are  our  “customers.” 

Upon  completion  of  each  such  session,  the 
Board  reports  to  the  President  and  makes 
recommendations  for  the  improvement  of 
the  intelligence  effort.  In  addition,  the 
Board  has  a  number  of  two-man  or  three- 
man  panels  and  subcommittees  to  delve  more 
deeply  and  on  a  full-time  basis  into  specific 
aspects  and  categories  of  intelligence  work. 

Question.  What  about  control  of  your 
funds? 


In  the  House,  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
each  have  a  special  subcommittee  for  this 
purpose. 

In  the  Senate,  there  are  corresponding 
subcommittees  which  usually  meet  jointly. 

In  addition,  the  Director  reports  regularly 
to  the  Joint  Congressional  Committee  on 
Atomic  Energy  on  intelligence  matters  in 
that  field. 

Now,  when  I  say  “complete  disclosure,”  I 
mean  complete — and  frequent.  The  CIA  is 
completely  responsive  to  their  questions,  no 
matter  how  sensitive.  I  have  discussed  mat¬ 
ters  with  these  special  subcommittees  which 
are  so  sensitive  that  only  a  small  percentage 
of  the  personnel  in  CIA  have  access  to  them. 
And  in  case  there  is  any  suggestion  that 
these  meetings  are  sporadic  and  casual:  In 
my  first  12  weeks  as  Director  I  found  that 
I  was  called  to  17  meetings  with  these  con¬ 
gressional  committees.  Our  legislative  log 
for  the  year  1965  shows  that  the  Director  or 
his  senior  aides  met  a  total  of  34  times  with 
the  four  special  subcommittees. 

Question.  Are  they  the  only  Congressmen 
who  receive  information  from  CIA?  Intelli¬ 
gence,  that  is,  as  opposed  to  operational 
^matters? 

.Answer.  No,  there  were  also  19  other  com¬ 
mittee  hearings  in  1965,  for  instance,  to  ob- 
tairksubstantive  intelligence  from  CIA — and 
someV>f  these  hearings  ran  as  long  as  three 
full  date  to  cover  the  intelligence  apprecia¬ 
tion  of  the  global  situation.  We  also  fre¬ 
quently  Njef  individual  members  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

Let  me  m’Ske  this  distinction  clear:  I 
had  authority\to  brief  any  congressional 
committee  having  a  jurisdictional  interest 
on  substantive  global  intelligence.  But  dis¬ 
cussion  of  CIA  activities,  methods,  and 
sources  is  another  matter.  Public  Law  80- 
253  of  1947 — that’s  the  National  Security 
Act — makes  the  DirectorNof  Central  Intelli¬ 
gence  exclusively  responsible  for  protecting 
the  security  of  the  sources  and  methods  of 
the  entire  intelligence  comimmity.  I  was 
authorized  by  the  President  and 'by  National 
Security  Council  directives  to  discuss  such 
matters  only  with  the  special  subcommittees 
designated  for  this  purpose,  not  wiCji  any 
others. 
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PROTECTING  CIA  AGENTS 


\  Question.  What  is  the  reason  for  this  limi¬ 
tation? 

Answer.  It  is  not  arbitrary  or  bureau- 
cratiOr-we  are  safeguarding  the  lives  of 
trusted.,  agents  and  our  own  staff  people  all 
over  the.  world  who  contribute  to  our  Gov- 
ernment’ssjntelligence  objectives. 

We  owe  rt  to  them  to  take  every  precau¬ 
tion  to  protect  them — and  we  owe  it  to  our 
Government  \p  deny  hostile  intelligence 
services  even  indirect  hints  or  the  slightest 
clues  which  might,  enable  them  to  take  steps 
to  blunt  our  intelligence  operations,  methods 
and  sources. 

Question.  Do  you  rritj^n  it  is  a  question  of 
security  leaks? 

Answer.  I  prefer  to  siv  inadvertent  dis¬ 
closure.  Even  a  profession^  intelligence  of¬ 
ficer  has  to  be  alert  to  draw  the  line  between 
information  which  helps  to  evaluate  or  au" 
thenticate  a  piece  of  raw  intelligence,  and 
information  which  might  point  tVthe  source 
or  the  method  we  used  to  obtaiA.  it.  The 
more  people  who  have  both  types  of  infor¬ 
mation,  the  more  you  multiply  the  \hance 
that  somebody  will  overstep  that  lin^  by 
accident. 

Question.  How  damaging  can  such  dl 
closures  be? 

Answer.  Well,  the  minute  you  even  hint' 
that  you  have  information  the  other  fellow 
has  been  trying  to  keep  secret,  it  is  one  of  the 
first  principles  of  the  art  that  he  ■will  do 
everything  possible  to  locate  and  destroy  your 
source,  or  disrupt  your  method  of  operation. 
If  the  opposition  is  given  any  clues  to  help 
pinpoint  the  source,  the  counterintelligence 
job  is  that  much  easier. 


INFORMATION  FOR  CONGRESS 


Question.  Have  the  special  CIA  subcom¬ 
mittees  in  Congress  expressed  any  dissatis¬ 
faction  over  the  years  that  they  were  not 
getting  enough  information? 

Answer.  We  have  never  withheld  any  in¬ 
formation,  substantive  or  operational,  from 
the  four  special  subcommittees.  On  some 
occasions,  in  fact,  they  have  asked  us  not  to 
give  them  the  identities  of  very  sensitive 
sources,  because  they  did  not  wish  to  know, 
and  we  have  complied.  If  you  refer  to  dis¬ 
satisfaction  with  the  amount  of  information 
which  we  have— rather  than  the  amount  we 
give  them — no  professional  intelligence  oper¬ 
ation  anywhere  in  the  world  is  ever  satisfied 
with  the  extent  of  its  knowledge,  and  these 
gentlemen  have  been  working  with  us  long 
enough  so  that  they  have  probably  acquired 
this  same  professional  dissatisfaction. 

Question.  What  about  the  effect  of  the 
criticism  on  your  own  personnel? 

Answer.  I  think  it  is  an  eloquent  testi 
monial  to  the  dedication  of  the  people/in 
CIA  that  the  criticism  has  not  affected  their 
morale.  Bear  in  mind  that,  by  our yrules, 
they  cannot  answer,  deny,  or  refute  /tie  ad¬ 
verse  comment,  even  when  it  is  patently  and 
sometimes  viciously  false.  Add  xp  that  the 
grave  responsibilities  for  the  nation’s  secu¬ 
rity,  the  pressure,  the  anonymity  of  achieve¬ 
ment,  and  the  constant  need  for  security 
alertness — it  is  a  source  of  .pride,  and  noth¬ 
ing  short  of  amazement, /That  we  keep  our 
people,  and  keep  getting/more  good  ones. 

I  asked  recently  for  some  statistics  on  how 
long  our  personnel  had  been  with  us.  The 
answers  showed  thap  more  than  a  quarter  of 
our  professional  personnel — as  differentiated 
from  the  clerical— had  been  with  CIA  more 
than  15  years,  and  that  an  astounding  77  per 
cent  had  10  years  or  more  of  intelligence  ex¬ 
perience.  About  15  per  cent  have  graduate 
degrees;  5/per  cent  have  the  doctorate. 

When/you  consider  only  the  analysts  who 
have  tile  direct  responsibility  in  headquar¬ 
ters  for  analysis  of  a  foreign  area,  six  out  of 
10  jof  them  had  lived,  worked  or  traveled 
abroad  even  before  they  came  to  CIA.  When 
you  combine  all  the  years  required  for  gradu¬ 


ate  study,  foreign  experience,  and  then  10  to 
15  years  of  intelligence  work,  it  adds  up  to 
an  impressive  depth  of  knowledge,  compe¬ 
tence  and  expertise  at  the  service  of  the  na¬ 
tion. 

I  have  been  careful  to  stick  to  percentages, 
but  in  actual  numbers,  we  could  easily  and 
adequately  staff  the  faculty  of  a  university 
with  our  experts.  In  a  way,  we  do.  Many  of 
those  who  leave  us  join  the  faculties  of  uni¬ 
versities  and  colleges.  Some  of  our  person¬ 
nel  take  leaves  of  absence  to  teach,  and  renew 
their  contacts  with  the  academic  world.  I 
suppose  this  is  only  fair;  our  energetic  re¬ 
cruiting  effort  not  only  looks  for  the  best 
young  graduate  students  we  can  find,  but 
also  picks  up  a  few  professors  from  time  to 
time. 

Question.  What  about  the  criticism  that 
the  CIA  uses  “dishonorable”  methods?  Do 
you  operate  on  the  principle  that  the  CIA,  as 
a  participant  in  the  cold  war,  is  justified  in 
adopting  any  measures  that  may  be  used 
by  the  opposing  governments — “fighting  fire 
with  fire”? 

Answer.  Let’s  be  quite  clear  in  our  minds 
that  an  adversary  does  not  go  by  the  Marquis 
of  Queensberry  rules.  It  is  a  rough  fight, 
and  the  CIA  may  have  to  be  clandestine  from 
time  to  time,  but  I  emphatically  reject  the 
vword  “dishonorable.” 

The  men  and  women  in  CIA  are,  after  alD 
Anaericans  with  the  same  ideals,  the  sanre 
ethics,  the  same  moral  codes  as  the  resj/ of 
the  nation.  I  have  with  me  a  copy  of  re¬ 
mark  Secretary  Rusk  made  to  a  press  con¬ 
ference  >ast  winter,  which  I  woulcj/like  to 
read  intoNrour  record  if  I  may: 

“I  would\mphasize  to  you  that'  CIA  is  not 
engaged  in  activities  not  known/to  the  senior 
policy  officers  af  the  Government.  But  you 
should  also  bea\  in  mind  that  beneath  the 
level  of  public  dr&cussiory'there  is  a  tough 
struggle  going  on  is.  the/hack  alleys  all  over 
the  world.  It’s  a  toughr  one,  it’s  unpleasant, 
and  no  one  likes  it,  ?yt  that  is  not  a  field 
which  can  be  left  e^tird^v  to  the  other  side. 
And  so,  once  in  a'whileAPome  disagreeable 
things  happen,  arm  I  can  tfejl  you  that  there 
is  a  good  deal  o(  gallantry  arid  a  high  degree 
of  competency*  in  those  who  n^ve  to  help  us 
deal  with  tjrat  part  of  the  struggle  for  free¬ 
dom.” 

And  President  Johnson,  when  heVvore  me 
In  as  .Director  of  Central  Intelligence  on 
April  jE  8,  1965,  put  it  this  way: 

7e  have  committed  our  lives,  our  p«x>p- 
enty,  our  resources  and  our  sacred  honorvio 
ie  freedom  and  peace  of  other  men,  indeeS 
f to  the  freedom  and  peace  of  all  mankind^ 
We  would  dishonor  that  commitment,  we 
would  disgrace  all  the  sacrifices  Americans 
have  made,  if  we  were  not  every  hour  of  every 
day  vigilant  against  every  threat  to  peace 
and  freedom.  That  is  why  we  have  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Intelligence  Agency.” 

Question.  Just  what  are  the  duties  of  the 
Director  of  CIA? 

Answer.  The  National  Security  Act  of  1947 
created  the  position  of  Director  of  Central 
Intelligence,  or  DCI,  for  short.  The  DCI 
is  not  only  the  Director  of  CIA — he  is  also 
first  and  foremost  the  principal  adviser  on 
foreign  intelligence  to  the  President  and  the 
National  Security  Council.  And  he  is  also 
chairman  of  the  United  States  Intelligence 
Board,  or  USIB,  which  brings  together  the 
entire  intelligence  community. 

Question.  Now  that  you  have  just  left  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  after  more  than 
14  months  as  Director,  what  is  your  opinion 
of  the  Agency? 

Answer.  Excellent.  It  is  the  finest  organi¬ 
zation  I  have  ever  been  associated  with.  The 
people  at  CIA  are  dedicated,  loyal  and  highly 
capable.  I  found  the  Agency  well  up  to  its 
exacting  requirements  as  our  first  line  of 
national  defense. 


AFTER  DOMINICAN  CRISIS 


Question.  Why  are  you  leaving  now? 

Answer.  When  President  Johnson  ca 
me  out  of  retirement  from  Government  : 
ice,  I  asked  him  first  how  long  I  wol 
needed.  He  told  me  I  could  serve  six  nrf'onths, 
or  a  year,  or  as  long  as  he  was  in  ./Office,  or 
until  I  was  satisfied  with  certain/adminis¬ 
trative  tasks,  including,  in  party^ular,  long- 
range  planning. 

I’m  taking  the  fourth  option,  but  I  also 
came  close  to  the  one-year  Witch.  Actually, 
the  President  had  had  nfy  resignation  in 
hand  for  about  three  weeks  when  he  an¬ 
nounced  it.  I  came  in/with  the  Dominican 
crisis;  and  you  might/say  it  behooved  me  to 
stay  until  peaceful  elections  brought  a  duly 
constituted  Government  into  being. 

Question.  Adm/fal  Raborn,  what  are  you 
going  to  do  nov 

Answer.  I  of  an  to  take  a  short  rest  and 
then  return/to  American  industry  with  the 
Aerojet-General  Corporation. 


DEPARTMENT  OP  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1967— UNANIMOUS- 

CONSENT  AGREEMENT 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  am  a 
about  to  make  a  unanimous-consent  re-  f 
quest  which  has  been  cleared  with  the  ^ 
other  side  and  with  the  chairman  and 
with  the  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that,  begin¬ 
ning  at  12:15  tomorrow  afternoon,  when 
the  agriculture  appropriation  bill  be¬ 
comes  the  pending  business  under  order 
of  the  Senate,  there  be  a  time  limitation 
of  1  hour  on  each  amendment,  30  min¬ 
utes  to  be  allotted  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Florida,  and  the  other  30 
minutes  to  be  allotted  to  the  proponent 
of  the  amendment,  and  that  there  be  1 
hour  allotted  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement 
was  subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  as 
follows: 

Unanimous-Consent  Agreement 


c 


Ordered,  That,  effective  on  Friday,  July  15, 
1966,  at  the  hour  of  12:15  p.m.,  during  the 
further  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  14596) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for  other 
purposes,  debate  on  any  amendment,  mo¬ 
tion,  or  appeal,  except  a  motion  to  lay  on 
the  table,  shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  mover 
of  any  such  amendment  or  motion  and  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  in  the  event  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  is  in  favor  of  any  such 
amendment  or  motion,  the  time  In  opposi¬ 
tion  thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the  minor¬ 
ity  leader  or  some  Senator  designated  by 
him. 

Ordered  further.  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate  shall 
be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority 
and  minority  leaders :  Provided,  That  the  said 
leaders,  or  either  of  them,  may,  from  the  time 
under  their  control  on  the  passage  of  the  said 
bill,  allot  additional  time  to  any  Senator  dur¬ 
ing  the  consideration  of  any  amendment,  mo¬ 
tion,  or  appeal. 


OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


(p.  15122).  House  conferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed.  Agreed  to  an  amend¬ 
ment  by  Sen.  Montoya  (modified)  to  increase  the  appropriation  for  the  food 


stamp  program  by  $15  million,  making  the  total  appropriation  $140  million 
(pp.  15111-14).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Hart  to  provide  $2.5  million 
additional  for  school  lunch  program  for  special  assistance  to  needy  schools, 
making  the  total  appropriation  $169,500,000  (pp.  15116-18).  Rejected,  53-28, 


an  amendment  by  Sen.  Brewster  to  limit  to  $50,000,  to  any  one  person  or  entity, 
price  support  loans  or  payments  in  connection  with  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1965  (pp.  15093-111). 

2.  WATER.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res. 
167,  to  enable  the  U.  S.  to  organize  and  hold  an  International  Conference  on 


5.  RECLAMATION.  Sen.  Kuchel  inserted  Floyd  E.  Dominy’s,  Commissioner  of  Reclama 

tion,  address:  "Reclamation  Is  Conservation",  pp.  L5126-9 

\  / 

\  / 

6.  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Bartlett  discussed  current  developments  in  the  field  of 

containerization  and  inserted  articles,  "Beef  Export  By  Container  A  Reality" 
and  Exports  of  Meat  Expected  to  Rise:  New  Shipping  Developments  Create 
Favorable  Climate",  pp.  15149-51  z' 


7.  CHILD  NUTRITION.  Sen.  Proxmire  express^  hope  that  the  House  will  "act  quickly" 

to  pass  the  Ellender  child  nutrition  bill .  pp.  15142-3 

8.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Lausche  submitl^dd  two  amendments  to  S.  3584,  the  foreign  aid 

authorization  bill,  which  he  seated  "would  a).low,  whenever  the  President  so 
determines  that  it  is  in  the  national  interest,  extending  the  number  from  10  to 
a  number  above  in  the  case  ot  development  loans,  and  to  a  number  above  40  in  the 
case  of  technical  aid  assistance"  (p.  15087).  iM^is  bill  was  made  the  un¬ 
finished  business  of  ttye"  Senate  (p.  15154). 

H.  R.  15750,  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  was  placed 
on  the  calendar,  p,  15085  \ 

9.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  July  18.  p.  15155  \ 


10.  FOREIGN , TRADE .  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Cameron  stating  that \Vthe  economic 
plight  of  India  must  be  alleviated",  and  commended  that  government \s  announce¬ 
ment  outlining  a  policy  of  liberalization  of  restrictions  on  imports^  pp. 

A3 741 -2  \ 

0  \ 

COMMITTEE  HEARING  JULY  18:  \ 

Sale  of  grain  storage  facilities  to  nonprofit  agencies,  H.  Agriculture  N. 

(Fitzgerald,  ASCS,  to  testify).  \ 


oOo 
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lanalei  Plantation  manager  Barry  Yap 
saftL  “It  hasn’t  hit  us  yet,  because  we  usually 
don\  feel  things  until  a  week  or  ten  days 
after llonolulu.” 

Lloyovwas  about  the  only  one  who  saw  a 
bright  sptot  in  the  strike. 

“We  usNi  lot  of  college  students  as  work¬ 
ers  in  the  Hotel,  and  as  a  rule  they  all  quit 
right  after  thW  fourth  of  July. 

“Their  leaving  this  year  coincided  with  the 
strike,  so  we’veNpt  a  little  breathing  space 
to  find  new  employes.” 

Mr.  FONG.  mK  President,  so  that 
President  Johnson  may  learn  of  the  sit¬ 
uation  in  Hawaii,  I\am  sending  him 
copies  of  these  documents  by  special 
messenger  today. 

I  conclude  by  once  agairKurging  Pres¬ 
ident  Johnson  to  forgo  h\  hands-off 
policy  and  instead  take  a  direct  hand 
immediately  in  settling  theV  airline 
mechanics  strike.  Negotiations  ^should 
be  held  under  White  House  auspices  in 
around-the-clock  sessions,  as  was  aone 
in  last  year’s  impending  steel  strike,  \o 
that  strike  will  be  quickly  settled. 


i 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1967 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Chair  lays  before  the  Senate, 
under  the  unanimous-consent  agreement 
entered  into  yesterday,  the  unfinished 
business,  which  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
14596)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  I 


send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  amendment  will  be  stated. 
The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 
On  page  39,  between  lines  8  and  9,  insert 
the  following: 

“Sec.  508.  No  part  of  the  amount  herein 
appropriated  shall  be  available  for  price  sup¬ 
port  loans  or  payments  in  connection  with 
the  Pood  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965,  in 
excess  of  $50,000  to  any  one  person,  firm, 
partnership,  or  corporation,  but  not  includ¬ 
ing  any  payments  made  to  a  producer  under 
title  III  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended.” 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  How  much  time  does  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  yield  himself? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  need. 

Mr.  President,  over  the  past  7  years, 
on  many  occasions,  I  have  opposed  our 
present  agricultural  policy.  In  all  truth, 
I  should  like  to  see  this  country  return 
to  more  of  a  free  agricultural  market. 
?his,  of  course,  is  not  entirely  possible 
because  of  the  policies  we  have  pursued 
over  the  past  20  years  and  more;  but  I 
believe  it  is  time  to  stop  and  take  stock. 

Therefore,  I  propose  this  very  simple 
amendment  which  the  clerk  has  already 
reported.  It  would  impose  a  limitation 
that  no  one  single  producer,  individual 
or  corporate,  could  get  direct  payments 
or  loans  of  more  than  $50,000. 

The  Senate  voted  on  this  proposal  last 
year  and,  if  my  memory  serves  me  cor¬ 
rectly,  I  believe  it  was  defeated  by  some 
49  to  42  votes.  The  vote  was  very  close. 
But,  each  year  I  have  served  in  Con¬ 
gress,  we  have  heard  reports  that 
through  high  subsidies  and  price  sup¬ 
ports  ultimately  we  will  cut  down  the 
cost  of  the  agriculture  program.  The 


truth  is,  and  I  read  from  the  first  page 
of  the  committee  report  on  this  measure, 
that  last  year  we  paid  $6,381,488,500  to 
support  our  entire  agricultural  program, 
and  now  the  Appropriations  Committee 
reports  a  proposal  this  year  that  we  pay 
$7,022,638,000 — an  increase  of  nearly 
$700  million  for  a  program  that  the 
President  said  should  be  reevaluated. 

I  quote  from  the  state  of  the  Union 
message  of  the  President  2  years  ago: 

A  major  effort  to  find  new  approaches  to 
reduce  the  heavy  cost  of  our  farm  programs 
and  to  direct  more  of  our  efforts  to  our  small 
farmer  who  needs  help. 

I  therefore  suggest  that  if  we  are  sin¬ 
cere  and  are  trying  to  help  the  small 
farmer,  this  limitation  on  the  big  pro¬ 
ducer  is  entirely  appropriate. 

Less  than  2  percent  of  the  farmers  of 
America  gross  more  than  $100,000  a  year, 
yet  they  take  home  20  percent  of  the 
subsidy  program. 

I  admit  that  the  amendment  I  offer 
today  will  not  amount  to  a  tremendous 
saving — somewhere  short  of  $25  mil¬ 
lion — but  it  Is  a  step  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  the  facts  on 
what  was  paid  to  American  farmers  in 
1964,  a  complete  list  of  all  farmers  who 
received  over  $25,000  a  year  in  either  di¬ 
rect  purchases  or  loans  and  the  amounts 
that  they  repaid  on  loans  that  they  did 
not  fully  redeem. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  this 
list  by  State,  by  commodity,  and  by 
name. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Moss  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


Table  B. — 1964  crop  price-support  loans  made  of  $25,000  or  more  and  amount  repaid,  by  producer 


(Note. — The  lists  below  include  only 
those  producers  who  received  individual 
loans  of  $25,000  or  more  on  one  commodity. 
It  is  possible  that  other  producers  received 
$25,000  or  more  from  CCC  loans  by  obtain¬ 
ing  several  loans  on  the  same  or  dif¬ 


ferent  commodities,  each  for  less  than 
$25,000.  It  is  also  possible  that  the  pro¬ 
ducers  named  on  the  attached  lists  obtained 
additional  amounts  on  other  loansr  each  for 
less  than  $25,000.  CCC  carries  out  its  loan 
operations  on  a  decentralized  basis  at  many 


locations  throughout  the  country  and  main¬ 
tains  all  records  on  a  commodity  basis;  there¬ 
fore,  preparation  of  lists  showing  the  total 
amount  received  from  CCC  loans  by  a  pro¬ 
ducer  who  obtained  more  than  one  loan 
would  not  be  administratively  feasible.) 


State,  producer,  and  address 

Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Amount 

repaid 

BARLEY 

Arizona: 

Youngker  Farms  Co.,  Buckeye _ 

Bushels 
218, 205 

$200,  748.  60 

$200,  748.  60 

Gila  River  Ranches,  Inc.,  Gila  Bend... 

71,530 

65, 807.  GO 

65,807.60 

Enterprise  Ranch,  Inc.,  and  Arizona 

Land  &  Cattle  Co.,  Buckeye . 

30, 057 

27, 652. 44 

27, 652. 44 

California: 

Westlake  Farms,  Stratford  ...  _ 

071,333 

937, 336.  20 

937,336.20 

Five  Points  Ranch,  Inc.,  Five  Points.. 

296, 374 

284,  519.  04 

284,  519.  04 

E.  L.  Wallace,  Woodland . . . 

68,258 

56, 801.  62 

56,  801.  62 

J.  H.  Austin,  Fresno . . . . 

26,  267 

25, 731.  86 

25,  731.  86 

Idaho: 

Robert  W.  Hubbard,  Soda  Springs... 

59,  750 

60,  280.  41 

60,  280. 41 

W.  S.  Shufeldt  &  Sons,  Soda  Springs.  . 

56,  741 

47,  946. 31 

47, 940.  31 

Gaylen  Christensen,  Tremonton,  Utah. 

36, 180 

30, 753.  00 

9, 238.  39 

Minnesota:  Keith  Driscoll  and  Raymond 

Driscoll,  East  Grand  Forks.  ...  .... 

31,  590 

25. 272.  00 

16, 128.  00 

Oregon:  Tulana  Farms,  Klamath  Falls _ 

182,  292 

157, 682.  29 

157, 682.  29 

Washington:  S.  T.  S.  Farms,  Ine.,  Prescott.. 

19,  764 

25, 693.  20 

25, 693. 20 

BEANS,  DRY  EDIBLE 

California:  Gnesa  Bros.,  Patterson _ 

Hundred- 

weiqht 

6,324 

52, 671. 94 

62, 671. 94 

Idaho:  William  Hepworth  and  Jack  Dun¬ 
can,  Rupert .  . . . . 

6,300 

38,  531.  00 

7, 270. 00 

Michigan: 

Michigan  Cooperative  Bean  Market- 

ing  Association,  Lansing . . . 

15, 993 

114, 190. 02 

34, 272. 00 

3,986 

3,507 

28, 451. 11 
25,  039. 19 

Frank  Kulhanek,  St.  Charles . . 

State,  producer,  and  address 


GRAIN  SORGHUM 

Arizona: 

Jack  Robison  &  Sons,  Willcox . . 

Kinard  &  Greer,  Willcox _ 

Floyd  H.  Robbs,  Willcox _ 

Gibnore  &  Riggs,  Willcox - 

Kansas: 

Glen  C.  Gasklll,  Moscow _ 

J.  David  Sullivan,  Ulysses _ 

J.  R.  Kapp,  Moscow - 

Nebraska: 

F.  Luclle  Hammond  and  Tad  D. 

Hammond,  Nebraska  City _ 

Guy  J.  Barr,  York _ 

A.  L.  Rosener  &  Sons,  Daykin _ 

Dale  Lovegrove,  Geneva - 

Wayne  Dyon,  Mema - 

Kreutz  Bros.,  Ine.,  Giltner _ 

Frank  Higgins,  Schuyler _ 

Sheridan  Bros.,  Sutton.. _ - 

Robert  D.  Lovegrove,  Fairmont _ 

Forrest  Binder,  Table  Rock _ 

Lamonte  Sahling,  Kenesaw _ 

John  E.  Halloran,  Hastings - 

John  Kroger,  Jr.,  Rosalie _ 

Schurigar  Bros.,  Ine.,  and  Shurigar 

Farms,  Inc  ,  Kenesaw _ 

Marion  Johnson,  Loomis _ 

Fred  Schwindt,  Jr.,  Clay  Center - 


Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Amount 

repaid 

Hundred¬ 

weight 

49, 903 

$98, 308. 91 

33,702 

78, 820. 18 

25,  661 

62,  075.  56 

$1,634.41 

12, 436 

30,468.43 

1, 057.  07 

16, 718 

29,  256.  01 

15,886 

26, 052. 87 

26,  052. 87 

14, 473 

25, 327.  22 

31, 683 

58,  296. 72 

22, 176 

39,  473.  28 

20, 868 

37, 979.  76 

20,966 

37, 9-18.  46 

22,  261 

37,621.09 

18,  850 

33, 176. 00 

18,  954 

32,411.56 

17,  735 

31,745.65 

17, 136 

31,022. 16 

6. 00 

16,  330 

30, 047.  20 

17, 136 

29,  816.  64 

29,  816.  64 

16,  378 

29,152.84 

15,  271 

27,335.09 

14,  816 

26,  372. 48 

16, 127 

26,  341.36 

26,341.36 

14, 

25,  317. 76 

No.  113 
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Table  B. — J WGJ,  crop  price-support  loans  made  of  $25,00  0  or  more  and  amount  repaid,  by  producer — Continued 


State,  producer,  and  address 

Quantity 

Amount 

Amount 

pledged 

loaned 

repaid 

Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Amount 

repaid 

Hundred¬ 

weight 

19,463 

$37, 663. 58 

17,  695 

37, 474. 07 

18,  523 

37, 230.  44 

18, 648 

37, 109. 52 

16, 976 

37,  007.  03 

16, 958 

36,  968. 43 

21, 199 

36, 886.  73 

19, 178 

36,  576.  34 

16,  744 

36,  501.  93 

16,119 

36,  490.  57 

20,882 

36, 454.  49 

16,  764 

36, 416. 36 

17,383 

36, 330.  47 

}  17, 085 

36, 049. 63 

20, 712 

36, 039. 23 

19,000 

35, 881.  24 

18,  660 

35, 828.  04 

17, 024 

35,  792. 99 

17,171 

35,  724.  07 

$30, 360.  68 

17,968 

35, 641. 10 

13, 958.  77 

17,  985 

35,  583. 99 

16,906 

35,  612.  08 

18,348 

35, 499.  83 

18,  231 

35, 186.  60 

16, 808 

35,  004.  56 

20,117 

35,  004.  45 

20,115 

35,  000. 10 

17,  991 

34, 903. 31 

17,  000 

34, 849. 99 

15,818 

34,  483.  46 

19,  791 

34,  436.  69 

33,  436.  69 

17,  739 

34,  414.  82 

16,  291 

34,373.  60 

19,  717 

34,308.34 

19,  627 

34, 151.  75 

16,  924 

33,101.83 

17,  984 

34,  050.  00 

19,517 

33,  960.  42 

18,  051 

33, 950.  63 

19, 489 

33,  910. 16 

19,  459 

33,  858.  20 

}  16, 019 

33, 799. 20 

19,299 

33, 580. 66 

15,388 

33,  544.  93 

19,  250 

33,  495.  00 

19,  250 

33,  495.  00 

19,  211 

33, 426. 33 

19,000 

33,  060.  00 

18, 977 

33, 020. 71 

9, 952.80 

15, 135 

32,  993.  64 

17,814 

32, 870. 62 

15,000 

32,  549.  69 

18, 661 

32,  469. 44 

14, 870 

32, 417.  48 

18,563 

32,  300.  31 

18,535 

32,  250. 81 
32, 196. 97 

16,  868 

18,  471 

32, 140.  33 

16, 649 

32,  046.  54 

18, 404 

32,  022.  41 

15,239 

32,  020.  67 

14, 738 

31, 891.  73 

15,-247 

31,  866.  02 

18,  295 

31,833.30 

18, 124 

31,  536. 11 

14,  652 

31,  500. 94 

18,006 

31, 330. 44 

17, 980 

31, 285. 72 

14,  281 

31,275.39 

17,  010 

31, 060.  60 

15, 339 

30, 991. 80 

17,  787 

30, 950.  06 

15,  366 

30, 885.  27 

17, 649 

30, 709. 78 

14,  011 

30, 603. 10 

14,988 

30,  557.  88 

15,  796 

30,  443.  46 

16,  795 

30,  406.  07 

15,  702 

30,  305.  62 

16,  363 

30. 224.  64 

12, 768.  00 

13,  955 

30,  003.  26 

17,  240 

29,  997.  72 

17,  226 

29, 973.  46 

17,208 

29,  941.  75 

14, 158 

29,  872.  87 

15,383 

29,  843.  20 

14,  526 

29,  788.  90 

14, 114 

29,  781.  18 

5,  727. 18 

17,  057 

29, 678.  48 

15,287 

29, 657.  66 

16, 643 

29,  615.  04 

16,  943 

29, 480.  48 

13, 992 

29,  459.  24 

16,  930 

29, 457.  67 

29,  457.  67 

GRAIN  SORGHUM— continued 
New  Mexico: 

Delbert  Holloway,  Clovis . — 

Jewel  Castor,  Clovis . - . 

Texas:  _ 

Tyline  N.  Perry,  Kress-- . — 

Charles  Heck,  Jr.,  Nazareth. . 

J.  Meredith  Tatton,  Relugio - - 

Lloyd  M.  Bentsen,  Mission . 

j.  C.  Mills,  Abernathy _ 

Taft  McGee,  Hereford - 

Carl  Easterwood,  Dimmitt _ 

T.  A.  and  K.  G.  McKamey,  Taft . 

Warner  Reid,  Tulia _ 

Miller  Farms  Co.,  Tulia _ 

John  A.  Raymond  Smith,  Hereford _ 

Martin  &  Marion,  Hereford _ 

G.  L.  Willis,  Dimmitt _ 

Simmonds  &  Perry,  Robstown _ 

W.  J.  Giles,  Dimmitt _ 

Don  Williams,  Farwell _ 

Stiles  Farm  Foundation,  Thrall _ 

Miller  Farms,  Fort  Worth _ 

Corliss  H.  Currie,  Happy _ 

S.  A.  McCathern,  Hereford _ 

Nelson  D.  Durst,  Eleanor  Chance 

Couch,  and  Patience  Chance  Thoma¬ 
son,  trustees  under  the  wills  of  George 
G.  Chance,  deceased,  and  Georgia 

Chance,  deceased,  Bryan _ 

O.  A.  and  C.  E.  Webb,  and  Charles 

Saigling,  Abernathy _ 

J.  L.  Massey,  Robstown _ 

Gerald  McCathern,  Hereford _ 

Autry  &  Baldridge,  partnership,  Dim¬ 
mitt  _ 

Ware  Farms  Co.,  Dimmitt _ 

John  H.  Goodwin,  Sunray _ 

J.  C.  Mills,  Abernathy _ 

Elmo  Stevens,  O’Brien _ 

John  Trimmier,  Jr.,  Hale  Center _ 

J.  D.  Kirkpatrick,  Bovina _ 

L.  G.  Mahagan,  Kress _ , _ 

David  Nelson,  Hart _ _ _ 

Mrs.  Anna  Blake  Head,  Xnd.  execu¬ 
trix,  estate  of  Rand  Morgan,  de¬ 
ceased,  Clarkwood _ 

Hosea  Foster,  Canyon _ 

Aubrey  Harper,  Robstown _ 

George  E.  Bennett,  Hart. . . — 

Tom  Miller,  Dimmitt _ 

Floyd  Webb  and  Smith  Webb  Burruss, 

Mathis . — 

Frank  Wise,  Dimmitt _ 

Jack  Miller,  Dimmitt _ 

Amko  Farming,  Inc.,  Corpus  Christi.  . 

C.  B.  Brittain,  Sinton— _ _ 

Aubrey  Harper,  Jr.,  Robstown _ 

Mrs.  Ollie  Knight  Jackson,  Corpus 

Christi _ _ 

Monroe  Bros.,  Sunray _ — 

Tommy  Stanton,  Dimmitt _ 

L.  T.  Wood,  South  Plains _ 

R.  J.  Cluck,  Dimmitt- _ _ 

Raymond  Blodgett,  White  Deer . . 

F.  J.  Mears,  Jr.,  Dimmitt _ 

Roy  Montague,  Silverton _ 

Harvey  Brock,  Hereford _ _ 

Marble  Bros,  and  Paul  Kropp,  South 

Plains _ : _ 

Brorman  Bros.,  Hereford _ 

Wade  E.  Clark,  Kress _ _ ... 

W.  W.  Walton,  Corpus  Christi _ 

L.  D.  Griffin,  Silverton _ 

Allan  Webb,  Dimmitt _ 

C.  H.  Mayo,  Taft _ 

J.  M.  Dellinger,  Jr.,  Alice _ 

Bennett  Bros.,  Pearsall _ 

B.  L.  Moore,  Dimmitt _ 

W.  H.  Gentry,  Hereford _ 

IJna  C.  Dowd,  Chapman  Ranch _ 

J.  H.  Burkett,  Sunray _ _ 

Travis  Dyer,  Bovina _ 

Glenn  Merritt,  Hart . — . . 

Don  DimbalL  Wildorado _ 

Fred  Dunn,  Dimmitt _ 

Jotm  Cole,  Waka _ _ _ 

Dan  Heard,  Dimmitt _ 

Palo  Alto  Farms,  Bishop _ 

Tide  Products,  Inc.,  Edinburg . . 

Merrill  Dryden,  Sunray _ 

Dulaney  Bros.,  Dimmitt _ 

J.  H.  Kirby  &  Sons,  Hale  Center _ 

H.  N.  Keisling,  Sunray _ 

Roy  M.  Lamb,  Amarillo _ 

Harlan  L.  Barber,  Hereford _ _ 

Ralph  W.  Shelton,  Friona _  ___ 

Epperson  &  Downing,  Inc.,  Hereford— 

Lloyd  Glenn,  Tulia _ 

Ocker  Bros.,  Corpus  Christi _ 

John  Renner,  Friona _ _ 

Joseph  F.  Green  Heirs,  Taft _ 

Lester  Cole,  Friona _ 

Berta  Cunningham  Estate,  Chapman 

Ranch _ 


Hundred¬ 
weight 
25, 892 
22, 152 

67, 422 
53. 730 
46,111 
41,625 

37,  568 
44,  853 
43,  663 
35,  456 
41,375 

38,  858 
30,  770 
33, 120 
31, 378 
29,  493 
29,956 
34,853 
26,602 
29,589 
28,262 
33,604 


28,839 

33, 451 
27,556 
32,340 

28,690 
30, 435 
31,  740 
25,  056 
31,394 
31,  249 
30,580 
28,920 
30,  075 


23,731 
26, 128 
24,380 
24,396 
26,767 

22,254 
22,  717 
25,  739 
22,458 
23,027 

22,808 

27,633 

22,296 

26,121 

24,308 

23,449 

22,  302 
26,646 
25,239 

23. 109 
21, 115 
23,454 
20,430 
23,966 
22,532 
20,461 
20,373 
19,756 
20,  067 
24,135 
19,244 
23,998 
22,151 
19, 172 
21,227 
20, 259 

23,  420 

18,  718 
18, 956 
18,511 
18, 818 

20.109 

20,  383 
22, 393 
21,443 

19,  745 
22,118 
19, 726 

21,  585 
17,388 
21,705 
17,882 
21,660 

17,268 


$49, 052. 07 
42,  753. 17 


135, 

107, 

96, 

90, 

82, 

78, 

75, 

75, 

72, 

67, 
65, 
63, 
63, 
62, 
60, 
60, 
60, 
60, 
58, 

68, 


814.15 
104.  75 
832.  90 
040.  91 
929.  81 
014.31 
973.  44 
813. 17 
609.11 
612.  56 
034.05 
905.  65 
294. 95 
230.86 
991.90 
644  92 
531.34 
480.56 
652. 82 
297. 13 


58, 254  78 

58, 205.  43 
58, 142.  67 
68,094  90 

55, 945. 89 
55, 375.  37 
55,  227.  25 
54, 883.  26 
54,  625.  71 
64, 373.  97 
54,  232.  34 
52,  620.  89 
52,  330.  50 


61. 733. 19 
61, 730.  76 
51, 440.  93 
50,  662.  54 
50,  335.  03 

49.848.82 
49,  522.  86 
49,  402.  44 
48, 958.  75 
48,  586. 33 

48, 125.  24 

48, 081.  54 
48,  013.  36 
47,  721. 82 
47,  457.  23 

47. 133. 19 
47,  012.  02 
46,  364. 03 
45,934. 17 

45, 647. 74 

45.400.78 
45,  265. 63 
44, 458.  29 
44,  216.  53 
43,  487. 14 
43, 173.  35 
42, 927. 01 
42, 865.  52 
42,668.28 
41, 995.  25 
41, 951.  98 
41,  756.  45 
41,  564. 82 
41, 356. 11 
40, 967.  41 
40,  914. 17 
40,  750. 80 
40, 640. 21 
40,  636.  93 
39,  880.  29 
39,  767. 89 

39. 763. 79 

39. 338. 82 
38,  964.  64 
39,919.27 
38,  503. 04 
38, 485. 32 
38,  465. 67 
38,  007. 55 
37, 905.  84 
37, 766. 70 
37, 730. 98 
37, 689. 10 

37, 644. 58 


$75, 973.  44 


28, 910. 10 


State,  producer,  and  address 


grain  sorghum— continued 
Texas  —Continued 

Meyer  Bros.,  Wildorado _ 

Janies  Fangman,  Hereford _ 

V.  H.  Kellison,  Lockney _ 

Ivan  Block,  Hereford _ 

J.  C.  Mills,  Abernathy _ 

Calvin  Petty,  Dimmitt _ 

Donald  J.  Meyer,  Hereford-.- . 

Bill  Bourlon,  Farwell _ 

Houston  Lust,  Dimmitt _ 

Roy  Strasburger,  Temple . . . 

Clinton  Glenn,  Canyon _ 

Jackson  &  Hoepfner  &  Driscoll  Foun¬ 
dation,  Corpus  Christi.. _ _ 

Wilbur  Wilson,  Plainview _ 

Tom  Priestly,  Corpus  Christi. . . 

Charles  and  Mabel  Ellifi,  Agua  Dulce.. 

Higgins  &  London,  Hereford _ 

Jack  R.  C.  Vincent,  Amarillo _ 

Adkins  &  Son,  Amarillo _ 

Jim  Sam  Howze,  Robstown _ 

H.  L.  Wilson,  Refugio. _ _ 

E.  D.  Chitwood,  Jr.,  Muleshoe _ 

Marble  Bros,  South  Plains _ 

Gordon  Taylor,  Sunray _ 

Lyons  Bros.,  Hereford _ 

Charles  Norfleet,  Hale  Center _ 

T.  L.  Abernathy,  Jr.,  Tulia _ 

Don  Motheral,  Kress _ 

Clayton  Bros.,  Springlake _ _ 

John  Range,  Farwell _ 

T.  C.  Garner,  White  Deer _ 

Bob  Anthony,  Dimmitt _ 

R.  D.  and  Billy  McClellan,  Sunray _ 

Robert  E.  Hooper,  Plainview _ 

Oscar  Mayfield  &  Sons,  Taft _ 

Harvey  and  W.  A.  Spurlock,  Sunray— 

Chester  Clark,  Hereford.. _ _ 

Jack  Smith,  Lazbuddie _ 

H.  H.  Parker,  Hart _ 

D.  C.  Dilley,  Borger _ 

Calvan  Robertson,  Plainview _ 

Akin  &  Tunnel,  Plainview _ 

Morgan  Sturgess,  Tulia _ 

Mildred  Lowman,  Bishop _ _ 

G.  A.  Parr,  Alice _ _ _ 

Wallace  Corse,  Sunray _ . . 

W.  G.  Sanderson,  Dimmitt _ 

Billy  John  Thorn,  Friona _ 

Bill  Brown,  Laxbuddie _ 

Gordon  H.  Branham,  Plainview _ 

Dalton  Caffey,  Friona _ 

C.  B.  Womble  and  R.  R.  Strain, 

Hereford _ 

Rayphard  Smithson,  Dimmitt . . 

L.  D.  Ballard  and  Howard  Hurt, 

Plainview... . . . . 

Buford  Carter,  Vega _ 

Gamer  Bros.,  Bovina _ _ 

J.  T.  Holcomb  and  W.  E.  Uselton, 

Springlake _ 

James  Cannon,  Lockney _ 

S.  A.  Fangman,  Hereford . . 

Jack  Middleton,  Tulia _ _ _ 

Jack  Robertson,  Plainview _ 

R.  R.  Rule,  Friona . . . . 

Roy  Browder,  Sunray.. . . . 

L.  M.  Britten,  Groom _ 

O.  D.  Jackson,  Vega _ _ 

C.  Ralph  Blodgett,  Spearman . . . 

W.  M.  Sherley,  Lazbuddie _ 

A.  L.  Hartzog,  Farwell _ _ _ 

Wallace  Cannon,  Plainview _ 

Leroy  Robison,  Sunray _ 

W.  E.  Burnett  and  Neal  Burnett, 

Plainview _ 

Dennis  L.  Allison,  Happy _ 

Andrew  Price,  Kress . . . . 

H.  C.  Davis,  Hart _ 

Taylor  and  Fortenberry,  Lockney _ 

H.  W.  Sisemore  and  J.  W.  Treadwell, 

Hale  Center.  . . . . . 

Jimmy  Cluck,  Hart _ _ 

Silvas  Bros,  and  Alex  Boyd,  Port 

Lavaca _ v _ 

Robert  Iluseman,  Nazareth.' _ 

Edwin  Adams,  Plainview _ 

J.  E.  McCathern,  Jr.,  Hereford _ 

Joe  P.  Hart,  Hart... _ 

Jim  Bob  Curry,  Hale  Center _ 

Herbert  Friemel  &  Sons,  Hereford _ 

Luther  Browder,  Sunray _ 

Jack  George,  Hart _ 

O.  V.  Wilson,  Kress... _ _ 

B.  R.  Bennett,  Hart _ 

J.  M.  Kendrick,  Nazareth _ .... 

Dryden  Farms,  Robstown _ 

Wright  Bros.,  Robstown _ 

Don  Sudderth,  Bovina’. _ 

M.  N.  Smith,  Tulia _ 

Richard  Lupton,  Nazareth _ 

Gilbert  Wenner,  Friona _ 

Alton  Morris,  Muleshoe _ 

Victor  Harman,  Happy _ 
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State,  producer,  and  address 


grain  sorghum— continued 
Texas— Continued 

W,  C.  McDaniel,  Sinton - - 

Brooks  &  Brooks,  Hart _ 

R.  W.  Barton,  Kress - 

Melvin  Jennings  and  O.  Sheppard 

Thomas,  Tulia _ 

Phillip  Haberer,  Earth - - 

L.  A.  Lance  &  Sons,  Bovina _ 

T.  G.  and  R.  L.  Jackson,  Austwell _ 

Fred  Bruegel,  Jr.,  Dimmitt . . 

J.  S.  Hays,  Tulia _ 

R.  W.  Shelton,  Frioua _ _ 

Walter  E.  Stone,  Robstown - 

Ray  Groce,  Petersburg _ _ 

Robert  W.  Kinkaid,  Flainview _ 

Lee  Renner,  Friona _ 

Max  Rarick,  Bushland,— - - 

Dick  Geries,  Farwell _ 

Mike  Allen,  Friona _ 

Daniel  P.  Moore,  Portland _ 

Horne  Bros.,  Plainview _ 

S.  R.  Hutto,  Hart _ 

G.  O.  King,  Plainview _ 

Walter  Mattiza,  Robstown . . 

J.  F.  Whitsett.  Tulia _ 

P.  P.  Stubblefield,  Kress _ 

Dehnisch  Bros.,  Mathis _ 

Earl  Hillman,  Kress _ _ 

A.  T.  Frye  and  Steve  Barousett,  Dawn. 

Walterschied  Bros.,  Hereford.. - 

Ernest  Sluder,  Bushland— - 

M.  A.  Snyder,  Jr.,  Farwell _ 

Milbum  Haydon,  Hart _ 

Alban  Farms,  Hereford _ 

C.  C.  Ellis,  Hereford _ 

Iris  Touchstone,  Dimmitt _ 

Odell  Jennings,  Tulia _ 

A.  E.  Lewellen,  Plainview _ 

Vernon  Garrison,  Silverton . . 

R.  K.  Brooks,  Tulia _ 


J.  W.  Setliff,  Robstown _ 

J.  M.  Wright,  Dimmitt _ 

J.  F.  Clark,  Nazareth _ 

Melvin  Barton,  Hereford _ _ 

C.  R.  Kay,  Plainview - - 

Howard  Sharp,  Tulia _ 

Deta  Blodgett,  Spearman _ 

C.  N.  Cooke,  Corpus  Christi _ 

W.  H.  Long,  Friona _ 

J.  M.  Young,  Dimmitt _ 

Jack  W.  White,  Summerfield.. . 

Bob  Kay,  Dimmitt _ 

James  D.  Doan,  Tulia _ 

Walter  Taack,  Lockney _ _ 

Harold  Ray  Caraway,  Tulia - 

J.  W.  Taylor  Estate,  Lockney - 

A.  L.  Hollingsworth,  Hereford _ 

O.  W.  Machen,  Banguete - 

Ray  Copeland  &  Son,  Olton.. . . 

Dennis  Kotara,  Panhandle _ 

Mrs.  Mary  A.  Sanders,  Corpus  Christi. 
Mrs.  Gertrude  Luby,  Corpus  Christi. 

John  A.  Williams,  Canyon _ 

Charles  H.  Friemel,  Canyon . . 

George  Heard,  Hereford - - 

A.  J.  Givens,  Plainview _ 

Carl  Pate,  Kress _ _ _ 

T.  G.  McKinney,  Dimmitt.. . . . 

E.  M.  Gossett,  Jr.,  Dumas _ 

Everett  Wiseman,  Vega _ 

Roman  Friemel,  Hereford _ _ 

W.  D.  Howard,  Jr.,  Farwell _ 

Lorenza  Lee,  Hart _ 

Fred  Mercer,  Silverton _ 

Virgil  Marsh,  Hereford _ 

Jimmy  McLaughlin  and  Pete  Mc¬ 
Laughlin,  Plainview . . 

Robert  E.  and  Eugene  O.  Heath,  Hale 

Center _ 

Doyld  Davis,  Hart _ _ 

Alice  B.  Simmonds  estate  and  L.S.T. 

Farms,  Robstown _ _ 

Mercer  T.  Ivey,  Taft _ 

J.  E.  Howard,  Plainview _ _ _ 

Harvey  Milner,  Tulia _ 

John  C.  Carter,  Plainview _ 

H.  D.  Moore  and  Vinita  McClain, 

Wildorado _ _ ! _ 

Forrest  Vise,  Happy _ 

Lewis  Sharp,  Tulia - 

Roma  Boggs,  Kress _ 

Felix  Mote,  Tulia _ _ 

Kenneth  Heard,  Littlefield _ 

Donal  Akin,  Floydada _ 

A.  C. -Glenn,  Kress _ _ 

Young  Bros,  and  R.  E.  Young, 

Floydada _ _ _ 

Melvin  May,  Hereford _ 

George  Heck,  Tulia _ 

Bob  Hammonds,  Farwell _ 

Clyde  Bradford,  Happy _ 

Nelson  Burton,  Sunray _ _ _ 

Claude  Higley,  Stinnett _ 


Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Hundred- 

weight 

13, 932 

$29,396.67 

15, 125 

29,342.49 

16, 862 

29,340.23 

14, 787 

29,339.38 

13,910 

29,329.12 

16, 705 

29,066.70 

13, 814 

29,008.99 

10, 669 

29,003.37 

14,128 

28j  902.  65 

16,  596 

28,877.57 

13,  622 

28,741.66 

is;  179 

28^  729.  36 

14,844 

28, 648. 15 

16,413 

28,  557.  92 

14,  799 

28’  413.  90 

16, 693 

28',  389.  30 

14,  069 

28, 328.  06 

13,  417 

28,309.  12 

16'  255 

28, 283.  79 

13i  078 

28;  232.  44 

13,  960 

28, 129.  90 

13,  525 

28,128.78 

14,  249 

28,  096. 19 

14  408 

28, 095.  43 

13,  304 

28;  072.  33 

15, 346 

28;  036. 13 

16,  072 

27,  964.  55 

16,  070 

27,  962. 03 

14,  525 

27,  887.  54 

14'  429 

27,  848.  75 

16  000 

27,  840. 00 

15,  984 

27,  812.  51 

15,  984 

27,  811.81 

13',  938 

27,  693.  47 

14',  137 

27,  666.  64 

15,  895 

27,  657.  53 

14, 199 

2L  609. 18 

15,  836 

27,  554.  22 

14, 169 

27, 538.  25 

13, 037 

27,  508.  64 

15;  806 

27,  502.  44 

14, 156 

27,  406.  48 

14',  362 

27,  363.  50 

14, 103 

27, 336.  35 

12, 682 

27,  266.  75 

13'  011 

27, 193.  20 

12;  473 

27, 190.  61 

15'  625 

27, 186.  92 

12'  877 

27, 183.  76 

14, 120 

27, 110.39 

12',  428 

27,  093.  92 

13'  016 

27, 085.  58 

14  ',  318 

27,  014.02 

13^  472 

26,  977.  40 

15’  466 

26, 909.  97 

15]  464 

26, 906. 66 

12,  740 

26, 882. 25 

13',  903 

26,  832.  42 

13'  237 

26,  831.  87 

}  12, 307 

26, 829. 39 

13,  538 

26, 827.  07 

14,  914 

26,  790  93 

12,286 

26,783.49 

13’,  507 

26,  743. 07 

15’,  361 

26,  728. 49 

12'  235 

26,  671.  23 

15;  859 

26,  600.  84 

15,  991 

26,  545.  06 

12, 219 

26,  515. 23 

15'  210 

26,  465.  40 

13,  785 

26;  426.  46 

15, 180 

26,  413.90 

15, 172 

26,  399.  72 

12,102 

26, 382. 35 

13, 107 

26, 345.  46 

13,  612 

26, 310. 97 

12,  442 

26, 251. 96 

12,  437 

26, 241. 03 

15,  077 

26, 233. 63 

15,  075 

26, 229.  74 

13,  485 

26, 161. 28 

15,  027 

26,147.61 

12, 788 

26,  086.  21 

14,  550 

26,064. 18 

13,  553 

26,  022.  35 

12,  984 

20,  007.  05 

11,922 

25,  990.  IS 

12,  638 

25,  974.  64 

13,441 

25, 940.  95 

13,  290 

25,914.73 

14,859 

25,854.97 

13, 175 

25, 847.  07 

14,847 

25,833.43 

12, 177 

25, 808.  63 

14,820 

25, 786. 88 

12,211 

25, 764.  64 

Amount 

repaid 


$19,  617.  58 


26, 600. 84 
26,  545. 06 


18, 381. 14 


25,854.97 


State,  producer,  and  address 


Quantity  Amount 
pledged  loaned 


Amount 

repaid 


grain  sorghum— continued 


Hundred- 


Texas— Continued 

Edgar  Rathkamp,  Tivoli _ 

C.  F.  Harris,  Plainview _ 

Sam  Rundell,  Farwell _ 

Floyd  Tomlinson,  Canyon . . . . 

.Ralph  Britten,  Groom _ 

Jerry  Young,  Plainview _ 

Jack  Jackson.  Abernathy _ _ 

Everett  Heller,  Kress _ 

Roy  Roberts,  Olton _ 

Leo  Szydloski,  Happy _ 

Paul  Schniederjan,  Bushland . . . 

A.  T.  Kleman,  Dimmitt _ 

Mrs.  Jessie  Herring,  Johnson  Estate, 

Vernon _ 

John  A.  Abbott,  Harlingen _ 

Ted  Richardson,  Hereford _ 

Homer  Bartram  &  O.  C.  Harris,  Lock- 


weight 
12,268 
13,  378 
13, 595 
14, 769 
12,  590 

12,  921 
12, 148 
11,634 
12,869 
11,628 

13,  217 
12, 538 

14,  554 
12, 919 
14, 662 


$25,  762.  80 
25,  724. 87 
25,  722.  76 
25,  697.  36 
25, 646. 36 
25,615.68 
25,  534. 18 
25,496.45 
25,477.59 
25, 466.  20 
25,  376, 66 
25, 367. 27 

25, 324. 48 
25,  321. 44 
25,  319.  78 


$7, 113.  27 


25,  321. 44 


ney. _ _ _ _ _ _ 

E.  L.  Howard,  Friona _ 

Bobby  McCormick  &  Paul  Cooper, 

Lockney _ 

Wayne  Foster, -Farwell _ 

Carl  Bruegel,  Dimmitt. _ 

Melvin  Brock,  Lockney _ 

F.  L.  Eicke,  Hereford _ 

Paul  Toliver,  Plainview _ _ 


11, 313 
13, 100 

13, 103 
12, 479 
14,477 
12,807 
11,532 
11,963 


25,  228. 88 
25,  209.  65 

25, 158.  33 
25, 144. 56 
25, 138, 48 
25, 102.  29 
25,  025.  30 
25,  001. 84 


OATS 

Georgia:  C.  T.  Kersey,  Sr.,  Elko _ 

Idaho:  Robert  Myers,  Bonners  Ferry _ 

Mississippi:  Loyce  Makamson,  Sidon _ 

North  Dakota:  Ballantyne  Bros.,  West 

Hope _ *. _ 

Oregon: 

Tulana  Farms,  Klamath  Falls _ 

Murel  A.  Long,  Merrill _ 

South  Carolina: 

Kirkland  &  Best,  Ulmers. . 

W.  R.  Mayes,  Mayesville _ 

J.  C.  Oswald,  Allendale _ 

South  Dakota: 

Elkhorn,  Martin _ 

J.  E.  Cheek  Estate,  Pierre _ 


Bushels 
45,  900 
62,100 
69, 636 

57, 150 

953, 125 
61, 875 

51,  030 
44, 969 
39,  478 

67,600 

49,435 


34, 884.  00 
39,  744.  00 
47,  842.  76 

29,  718.  00 

691,  015.  62 
43, 312.  60 

37, 432. 80 
34, 168.  84 
29,  791.  95 

33,  408.  00 
28, 177. 95 


34, 884. 00 


27, 655. 38 


655, 078. 13 
393.  75 

18, 262. 80 
34, 168.  84 
29, 791.  95 


28, 177.  95 


RICE 


Arkansas: 

Arkansas  Rice  Growers  Cooperative 

Association,  Stuttgart _ 

Producers  Rice  Mill,  Inc.,  Stuttgart _ 

McAlister  Seed  Service  Co.,  Walnut 

Ridge - ^ - - - 

Alice  Sidney  Farms,  Lake  Village _ 

W.  B.  Bynum,  Dermott _ 

Lee  Wilson  &  Co.,  Wilson _ 

Charles  J.  Peacock,  Jr.,  McCrory _ 

James  E.  McDaniel,  Jonesboro _ 

W.  C.  Bradley,  Walnut  Ridge - 

Kehi  Plantation,  Marion - 

F.  K.  Bradshaw  &  Son,  Hamburg _ 

W.  A.  Baker,  George  Birmingham,  and 

Aubrey  E.  Birmingham,  Grady _ 

W.  H.  Hanna,  Montrose _ 

Charles  H.  Smith  and  Charles  Bullock, 

Boydell _ 

James  E.  McDaniel,  Jonesboro _ 

Tucker  Blankenship,  Corning _ 

R.  D.  Williams,  Jr.,  Diaz. - - 

David  N.  and  James  D.  Ford,  Sherrill. 

Taggart  &  Taggart,  Inc.,  Augusta _ 

Hildebrand  Farms,  Inc.,  Stuttgart _ 

Raymond  Hildebrand,  Moscow _ 

Doyle  &  Wilmans,  Diaz _ 

Elmer  Ferguson,  DeWitt - - 

Leon  J.  Garot,  DeWitt _ 

Robert  P.  Lewis  and  Carl  Price,  Eng¬ 
land. - - 

C.  E.  Newman,  Fair  Oaks _ 

Powell  Bros.,  Eudora _ 

Pinchback  Planting  Co.,  Grady - 

Lester  Fetzer,  Hickory  Ridge _ 

R.  C.  Gilbrech,  Holly  Grove _ 

Lawrence  Digman  and  Hines  Digman, 

Walnut  Ridge - - 

Lovett  Farms,  Grady - 

J.  T.  Carothers,  Lake  Village.. 

John  Schenk,  Monticello _ 

E.  R.  Coleman,  Dowdy _ 

J.  P.  Duncan,  Dermott _ 

W.  R.  Smith,  Lake  Village _ 

E.  F.  Smith  &  Sons,  Readland. 

Ralph  Wimpy,  Harrisburg - 

Truman  Loftis,  Bob  Carllee,  and 

Louis  Carllee,  England - - - 

Nehon  Hagler,  Cherry  Valley _ 

A.  L.  Marsh,  Ruth  Marsh,  and  Kath¬ 
leen  M.  Barber,  McCrory _ 

Tommy  Hillman,  Stuttgart - 

Southern  Rice  Farms,  Carlisle _ 

Ralph  R.  Watkins,  Stuttgart.. . 

Geeridge  Farm,  Inc.,  Stuttgart _ 

Big  Ditch  Irrigation  Co.,  Stuttgart - 

Robert  Johnson,  Cash _ 


1, 976, 974 
729, 000 

29, 676 
26, 142 
26, 928 
23,007 
16,  793 

17, 817 

16,  042 
14, 700 


12,422 
12,  895 

12, 958 

11,  432 

12,  692 
12,  633 
10,  570 

10,  470 

11,  051 

12, 186 
10,  526 
10,  671 

10,  225 
9,  921 
9,178 
8,856 
8,  297 
8,740 

7,  652 
8, 185 

7,  868 

8,  260 
8, 145 

7,  983 

8,295 

8,819 
7, 841 

8,403 
7, 160 

6,729 


6,859 


10,192,808.95 
3,  717, 900.  00 

146, 163. 14 
135, 440.  55 
129,  505.  56 
110,  560.  13 
89, 832.  61 

86, 621.  09 

81,  631.  71 
77, 929.  98 

68,  227.  86 
67, 377.  46 

66,  557. 45 
61,  564.  45 
60,  854.  60 
57,  879.  95 
57, 872.  64 
66,  474.  64 

65,  288. 12 

53,  876.  35 
53,  487.  70 
52, 604.  25 

50,  305.  77 
48, 323.  36 
48, 161.  44 
44, 645. 40 
43,  295. 45 
43,  021. 50 

42,  561. 74 
42,  065.  99 
41,  543.  04 
41,064.  77 
40,  684. 95 

40,  665.  35 

40,  277.  51 

40,  213.  63 
40,  000.  07 

38, 396. 97 
38, 023. 30 


37,844.04 

37,667.20 


10, 192, 868.  95 
3, 717, 900.  00 

146, 163. 14 
135,  440.  55 
129,  505.  56 
110,  560. 13 
83, 810.  99 

86,  621.  09 


77,929.98 


67, 377.  46 

66, 557. 45 
60,  759.  45 
60,  854.  50 
57, 879.  95 
57,  872.  64 
66,  474. 64 

55,  288. 12 

53, 876. 35 
53,  487.  70 
52,  604.  25 


32, 743. 55 
48, 161.  44 
44, 645. 40 
43,  295. 45 
43,  021.  50 

42,  561. 74 
28,  589.  75 
41,  543. 04 
41,  064.  77 
40,  684.  95 

7, 938.  00 

40,  277.  51 


40,  000.  07 

38, 396. 97 
38, 023. 30 

37, 844. 04 
35,810.10 


15096 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  July  15,  1966 

Table  B. — 1964  crop  price-support  loans  made  of  $25,000  or  more  and  amount  repaid,  by  producer — Continued 


State,  producer,  and  address 


rice — continued 

Arkansas — Continued 

H.  B.  Chambliss,  Pine  BlufT _ 

Chester  Rutledge,  Leon  Rutledge,  and 

C.  S.  Castleberry,  Newport - 

Clinton  and  Harold  Anderson,  Sherrill. 

B.  O.  Geunther,  Sherrill _ 

McAlister  Seed  Service  Co.,  and  Clif¬ 
ford  Mieklish,  Cash _ 

Raymond  Barrett,  Jonesboro _ 

Guy  M.  Beene,  Wynne _ 

Ray  Weaver,  Cash _ 

Noble  Lake  Planting  Co.,  M.  D. 

Morgan,  and  M.  N.  Rush,  Pine  BluS- 
Erskine  Harriman  and  Harry  Lauhon, 

Hamburg - - - 

Sam  Abowitz  &  Son,  Arkansas  City. . 

David  Knoll,  Stuttgart _ 

Ray  and  Don  Daugherty,  Stuttgart— 

R.  G.  Holden  Land  Co.  and  John  L. 

Conner,  Newport _ 

R.  A.  Greer,  Weldon _ 

Otmar  Hageman  and  Joe  Freeman, 

Gould _ 

Mary  O.  McGregor,  Sherrill _ 

Paul  Young,  Sherrill _ 

Leland  Jones,  Alicia _ 

Eldon  Simmons,  Harvey  Simmons, 

and  Rudy  Jones,  Mintum _ 

Paul  Gaines,  I.  N.  Arnof,  and  G.  L. 

Morris,  McCrory _ 

H.S.  Bramlett,  McCrory . . 

Burns  Bros.,  Palestine _ 

R.  B.  Oliver,  Stuttgart . . . 

Albert  Bullard,  Mintum _ 

Earl  Simms,  Hoxie _ 

Reiser  Supply  Co.,  Reiser . . , _ 

David  Knoll,  Stuttgart _ L _ 

Ralph  and  Anna  Wood,  Cherry  Valley. 
Lamar  and  Willie  L.  Miles,  Montieello 
Robert  Johnson  and  Joy  Ledbetter, 

Jonesboro _ 

J.  C.  Emenhiser,  Eudora _ _ _ 

E.  W.  Hahn,  Hazen. _ _ 

Raymond  Hahn,  Stuttgart _ 

Ethan  Dodd,  Minturn _ 

California:  Thomas  Mezger,  Woodland _ 

Louisiana: 

Mayo  Romero,  New  Iberia _ _ _ 

Zaunbrceher  Bros,  Jones _ 

W.  P.  Tomlinson,  Lake  Providence _ 

Rheinoldt  J.  Leonards,  Lake  Charles _ 

Open  A1  Ranch,  Inc.,  Lake  Charles _ 

Brady  Oswalt,  Lake  Providence _ 

James  B.  Lingo,  Oak  Grove _ 

Larry  Guidry,  Oberlin _ _ 

Byron  L.  Rye,  Pioneer _ 

Arthur  Loewer,  Branch _ 

Orin  Andrepont,  Rinder _ 

Ashton  S.  Petitjean,  Rayne _ 

Eve  Fontenot,  Oberlin _ 

Weston  Moncoaux,  Oberlin _ 

Clarence  LaPoint,  Reeves.. . . 

Louis  Fuselier,  Mittie— , _ _ _ 

Earl  R.  Oswalt,  Lake  Providence _ 

Elmo  J.  Bollick,  Jones _ 

John  R.  Denison,  Iowa. _ _ 

Sagrera  Bros,  Bonita _ 

Mississippi: 

Albert  Prevot,  Dwight  McCollum, 
Frank  Orlicek,  and  Thounissen,  Hol- 

landale _ 

Nott  Wheeler,  Cleveland _ 

J.  A.  Howarth,  Jr.,  Cleveland _ 

Allen  Gray  Estate,  Benoit _ 

Laudig  &  Cole  Farms,  Boyle _ 

Dominic  P.  Rizzo,  Cleveland _ 

J.  and  V.  Aguzzi,  Cleveland _ 

Greer  Bros.  &  Son,  Hollandale _ 

Mills  Bros.,  Benoit _ 

J.  C.  O’Neal,  Jr.,  Cleveland _ 

W.  P.  Skelton,  Rosedale _ 

Richard  Bros.,  Doddsville _ 

Edward  A.  Lyons,  Cleveland _ 

Maryland  Planting  Co.,  Clarksdale _ 

Hall  &  Hawkins,  Merigold _ 

W.  J.  Chudy,  Cleveland _ 

Barbour  &  Parker,  Cleveland _ 

Wilton  Richard,  Greenville _ 

Dan  Seligman,  Shaw _ 

Raymond  Murrell,  Avon _ 

Kenneth  Frey,  Hollandale _ 

A.  R.  Mann,  Jr.,  Skene _ 

David  E.  Greer,  Hollandale _ 

Harden  Farms,  Cleveland _ 

Cone  &  Richard,  Greenville _ 

Pattorson  Bros,  Merigold _ 

Isabell  S.  Welshan  &  W.  A.  Welshan, 

Jr.,  Rosedale _ 

Heinsz  &  Heinsz,  Shelby _ 

McGarrh  &  McGarrh,  Merigold _ 

Ewing  &  Son,  Inc.,  RobinsonviUe _ 

Verl  Fullen,  Shaw _ 

Eifling  Farms,  Hollandale _ _ 

George  F.  Stock,  Hollandale _ 

L.  E.  Grant,  Isola _ 


Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Amount 

repaid 

Bushels 

6,894 

$37, 046. 70 

7,737 

36, 209. 16 

$36, 209. 16 

6, 716 

35,  766.  27 

6,716 

35, 766. 22 

6,281 

34, 929. 29 

34,929.29 

6, 802 

32, 873. 18 

32,873. 18 

6,718 

32, 649.  48 

32. 649.  48 

5,750 

32, 568. 10 

32,  568. 10 

6,446 

32, 399. 49 

3, 916. 60 

5, 994 

31,807.89 

31,  807. 89 

6,723 

31, 655. 61 

31,  655.  61 

}  6, 075 

30, 946. 05 

30, 946. 05 

6,388 

30,941.50 

30, 941.  50 

7,038 

30, 753. 00 

30, 753. 00 

5,629 

30, 446. 43 

30, 446. 43 

|  5, 521 

30, 035. 87 

5,265 

29, 694. 60 

29, 694.  60 

6,073 

29,  447. 99 

29, 447. 99 

6,276 

28, 430. 28 

28, 430. 28 

6,109 

27, 694.  39 

14,102.07 

4,770 

27,  027.  90 

27,  027.  90 

5,221 

26, 874. 81 

26, 874.  81 

}  5,702 

26, 713. 84 

26, 713. 84 

5,527 

26, 495. 77 

26,  495.  77 

5,062 

26,  477. 87 

26,  477.  87 

4.  860 

25,  952.  40 

25,  952.  40 

4,859 

25,  825.  63 

25,  825.  63 

4,657 

25,  816.  02 

25,  816.  02 

5,670 

25,  636.  50 

25,  636.  50 

}  4, 737 

25,  554.  01 

25,  554.  01 

5,262 

25,  546.  54 

25,  546.  54 

9,983 

43, 926.  20 

43,  925. 20 

25,  380 

114,  509.  70 

114,  509.  70 

16,  799 

80,  654. 19 

45, 933.  54 

15,  307 

70,  433.  63 

76, 433. 63 

}  14, 027 

64,  799. 56 

64, 799.  55 

12,  028 

62,  034.  56 

62,  034.  56 

10,  934 

56, 934.  30 

56,  934.  30 

11,916 

52,  978.  21 

52, 978.  21 

10, 170 

50,  737.  14 

50,  737.  14 

8,  298 

38,  813.  33 

38,  813.  33 

7,  971 

36,  532.  49 

36,  532. 49 

7,  944 

35,  459.  38 

35,  459.  38 

7,364 

33,  442.  87 

33,  442.  87 

6,  412 

31,  78L  17 

31,  781. 17 

6,531 

29,  648.  32 

29,  648.  32 

5,393 

26,  826.  62 

26,  826.  62 

4,859 

26,  81.3.  58 

5,832 

26, 156.  52 

26,  156.  52 

4,952 

25,  150.  93 

25, 150.  93 

8,  100 

34,  720.  65 

34,  720.  65 

32,649 

172, 872. 07 

39, 332. 82 

25,054 

130,  965. 82 

130,965.  82 

24,473 

130, 349.  73 

130, 349.  73 

24,  600 

122,  516. 13 

122,  516. 13 

23,  057 

122,  298.  32 

122, 298.  32 

22,  030 

112, 191.  51 

112, 191.  61 

19,  504 

108,  665.  57 

108,  575.  57 

21,  056 

103,  205.  64 

103, 205.  64 

18,  855 

102,  856.  62 

17, 471.  05 

18,  726 

.  96,112.86 

96, 112.  86 

15, 636 

83, 012.  98 

16, 121 

76, 467. 32 

76, 467. 32 

15,  530 

73,  920. 94 

73, 920.  94 

12,  423 

67, 005.  50 

67,  005.  60 

12,311 

65,  444. 87 

17, 151.  95 

11,  576 

64,  308.  04 

12,376 

63, 290. 09 

63,  290.  09 

12,  812 

60,  492.  08 

60,  429.  08 

11,235 

60, 130.  52 

21, 196.  02 

10, 910 

69,  284.  88 

59,  284. 88 

10,  044 

54,  257. 16 

54,  257. 16 

9,247 

48, 824. 16 

48, 824. 16 

9, 362 

47, 818. 16 

47,  818. 16 

9, 109 

47, 788.  46 

1,  719.  62 

10,  419 

47,  456.  28 

47, 456.  28 

8,465 

46, 652.  47 

9,241 

46,339.29 

46, 339.  29 

8, 495 

45,  582. 30 

45,  582.  30 

8,  481 

45,  461.  91 

8,  856 

43,  090.  59 

42,903.09 

7, 754 

42, 702.  66 

9, 934.  80 

7,  983 

42, 179.  64 

42, 179.  64 

7,  760 

41,553.18 

2, 395.  50 

8,434 

41,486.  09 

41,  486.  09 

State,  producer,  and  address 


rice — continued 

Mississippi— Continued 

J.  L.  Wilson,  Jr.,  Rosedale.... _ 

L.  F.  Foreman,  Clarksdale _ 

Robert  E.  Smith,  Cleveland.... _ 

Glenn  E.  McCoy,  Clarksdale _ 

Joseph  H.  Thounissen,  Hollandale _ 

H.  D.  and  T.  A.  Tharp,  Isola _ 

E.  D.  Strain,  Jr.,  Morgan  City _ 

Homewood  Farms,  Inc.,  Greenville _ 

W.  B.  Tackett,  Belzoni _ 

Gerald  and  Henry  Frey,  Hollandale.  . 
A.  and  N.  Fioranelli,  Cleveland _ 

F.  P.  Unkel,  Shaw _ 

Charles  Berry,  Memphis,  Tenn _ 

Harris  &  Wilson,  Inc.,  Hollandale _ 

L.  A.  Peeples,  Merigold _ _ 

S.  R.  Phebus,  Banks _ 

Eckward  N.  McKnight,  Cleveland _ 

Wade,  McCollum,  Hollandale _ 

F.  H.  Nance,  Cleveland . . 

H.  B.  Mullins,  Merigold _ 

Joe  B.  Dakin,  Skene _ 

L.  B.  Wilkinson  &  Purvis  Richardson, 

Shaw _ 

Sunrise  Dairy,  Cleveland _ 

Josephine  Plantation  &  Charles  Law¬ 
rence,  Merigold _ 

J.  C.  Willis,  Jr.,  Hollandale _ 

M.  D.  Dossett,  Beulah _ _ _ 

M.  B.  Litton,  Shaw _ 

Turner  Arant,  Blaine _ 

L.  B.  Pate  &  Sons,  Cleveland _ 

Texas: 

Anderson  Farming  Co.,  Lissie _ 

Chocolate  Bayou  Rice  &  Canal  Co., 

Alvin _ 

J.  A .  Jenkins,  B .  M .  Jenkins,  and  W.  E . 

Jenkins,  Jr.,  Hankamer _ 

E.  J.  Stoesser,  Dayton _ 

Texas  West  Indies  Co.  Farm,  El 

Campo _ 

J.  O.  and  G.  F.  Dennison,  Liberty _ 

T.  F.  Jenkins,  Glen  M.  Kolemay,  and 

Jeffrey  Jenkins,  Winnie _ 

Pfeffer  &  Son  Farms,  Houston _ 

A.  J.  and  J.  R.  Carter,  Victoria _ 

J.  H.  Clipson,  Sr.,  Eagle  Lake _ .' _ 


Henderson  Farms,  El  Campo _ _ 

R.  M.  Middleton  Estate  and  Ed,  Roy, 
George,  Shirley,  and  L.  E.  Turner 

&  Son,  Anahuac. _ _ 

Floyd  &  Kenneth  Henderson,  El 

Campo _ 

Martin  Bros.  &  Son,  Houston _ 

Jess  Mathews  and  Katherine  Vance, 

Beaumont _ 

Eddie  Blackman,  Sr.,  and  Hornbeck 

Bros.,  DeKalb _ 

Henry  Huff,  Edna _ 

Francis  Koop,  Edna _ _ 

J.  R.  Reed,  El  Campo _ 

J.  R.  Thomas,  Eagle  Lake _ 

Marvin  Wiede  and  John  Koop,  Edna— 
E.  P.  Duke,  Elmo  Duke,  Jr.,  and 

Anthony  Duke,  Rosharon _ 

N.  &  M.  Farms,  Linke  Nolte,  and 

Rupert  Myzell,  Anahuae _ 

R.  L.  Clipson,  Eagle  Lake _ 

Joe  R.  Anderson  and  T.  L.  Davidson, 

East  Bernard _ 

W.  C.  McBride  and  J.  C.  Emenhiser, 

Stowell _ 

Harold  Koop,  Edna _ 

Clinco  Ranch,  Clodine _ 

Blue  Creek  Rice  Farms  &  Kountz  <fc 

Couch,  El  Campo _ 

Blue  Creek  Rice  Farms,  by  Frank  L. 

Ramsey,  agent,  El  Campo _ 

Euel  Dugat  &  E.  J.  Dugat,  Winnie _ 

E.  P.  Duke  &  Sons,  Rosharson . . 

Curtis  A.  Seaberg  &  Seaberg  Farms, 

Inc.,  Dayton _ 

Henderson  Farms,  El  Campo _ 

Floyd  &  Kenneth  Henderson  &  Clyde 

DeFoor  El  Campo _ 

Roger  C.  Brown,  Dayton _ 

Walter  A.  Vimau  &  Sons,  Sealy . 

T.  E.  Reidland  &  Son,  Crosby _ 

A.  G.  &  M.  T.  Simons,  Jr.,  Edna _ 

Robert  Rasmussen  &  D.  W.  Beck, 

Louise _ _ _ _ 

Harry  and  Everett  Anderson,  East 

Bernard.— _ 

Ed  H.  Helwig,  Fulshear _ 

Cinco  Ranch,  Clodine _ _ _ _ 

John  Clipson,  Eagle  Lake _ 

Marsalia  Bros.,  Eagle  Lake _ 

P.  D.  Gertson,  Sr.,  Lissie _ 

John  Pearson  and  T.  J.  Babb,  Edna... 

J.  H.  Taylor,  Hamshire . . 

Frank  R.  Duke,  Liberty _ 

Joe  R.  Anderson,  East  Bernard _ 

Ike,  Morriss  and  Woodrow  Prejean, 
Winnie. . . . 


Q  unntity 
pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Amount 

repaid 

Bushels 

8,617 

$39, 772. 43 

$39,  772.  43 

7,293 

39, 127.  69 

12,  698. 98 

7, 135 

38,  660. 18 

38,  660. 18 

7,  329 

38,417.  17 

7,  458 

38, 177. 10 

38, 117. 10 

7, 123 

37,  503.  75 

6,989 

36, 802.  72 

36,  802.  72 

7,269 

36,  566.  46 

33,  078. 96 

7,119 

35, 858.  70 

35, 858.  70 

6,  582 

35, 819.  48 

35, 819.  48 

6,  753 

35,  538.  97 

6,822 

34,  502.  04 

1, 940.  33 

6,057 

33,  439.  95 

6,953 

32, 830. 16 

32,  830. 16 

6,526 

32, 644.  33 

6,480 

31,112. 10 

31, 112. 10 

6,099 

30, 638. 18 

5,606 

27,  908.  50 

27, 908.  50 

4,932 

26,  879.  40 

26, 879.  40 

5, 273 

26, 692. 26 

4,924 

26,  638.  84 

22, 814. 92 

5, 182 

26, 635. 48 

26,  635. 48 

4,891 

26,  365. 59 

12, 365.  53 

4,  990 

25, 919.  40 

25, 919. 40 

4,762 

25,  655.  25 

4,957 

25,  558. 14 

25,  558. 14 

4,786 

25,  411. 61 
25, 172.  73 

4,653 

4,693 

25,  093.  69 

45,  419 

217, 422. 39 

171,  935.  02 

36, 261 

162,  066. 47 

162,  006, 47 

29, 932 

146,  707.  21 

146,  707.  21 

25,  837 

135, 318.  09 

135, 318.  09 

23, 825 

126,  776. 96 

126,  776.  96 

24,105 

118, 435. 45 

118, 435.  45 

24,268 

117,  626.  71 

117, 526.  71 

22, 876 

115, 106.  88 
114, 153.  04 

74, 701. 45 

23,781 

114, 153.  04 

19,  663 

107,  755.  82 

107,  755.82 

21,808 

107,  317.  20 

107,  317.20 

20, 825 

103,  911.  28 

103,911.28 

18,583 

94, 573. 58 

95, 573. 58 

19, 785 

93,  608. 27 

93,  608.  27 

19,  591 

92, 253.  42 

92,  253.  42 

18, 694 

90, 315. 03 

90, 315.  03 

18,023 

85, 871.  06 

85,  871.  06 

19, 170 

84, 903. 48 

84,  903.  48 

16,  719 

82, 209. 12 

59,  301.63 

16,  979 

80,  982.  04 

56,  619.  23 

15,365 

80,  765. 10 

80,  765. 10 

16,689 

80,  751.  63 

41,  526.  53 

15, 870 

80, 554. 08 

80, 554.  08 

14, 578 

78,  461.  48 

78, 461. 48 

14,714 

76,  802. 20 

14, 005 

74, 226. 50 

74, 226. 50 

12, 968 

73, 095.  80 

73, 095. 80 

15, 394 

72,  837.  90 

72,  837.  90 

14, 915 

70, 798. 35 

57,  409.  05 

13, 394 

68, 576. 00 

68,  576. 00 

14,105 

66, 915. 21 

66. 915. 21 

13.  058 

64,  888.  70 

64, 888. 70 

12,  575 

63,  057.  58 

63,  057.  58 

12, 095 

62, 117. 14 

62, 117. 14 

13, 173 

61, 849.  40 

61,  849.  40 

13,003 

61,  447.  79 

61, 447. 79 

12,  633 

60, 817. 17 

60, 817. 17 

11,808 

60, 122.  40 

60, 122.  40 

12,  575 

60, 106.  63 

60, 106. 63 

12, 167 

59,  972. 14 

47,991.26 

12,  442 

59,536.86 

69, 536. 86 

11, 509 

58, 847. 28 

23,  519. 82 

}  12,090 

68, 206. 39 

45, 509. 78 

11, 993 

57, 732. 22 

57, 732. 22 

}  10, 755 

57, 580. 05 

17, 723. 85 

11,897 

56, 990. 15 

56, 990. 15 

11,750 

56, 323.  26 

56,  323.  26 

13, 181 

66, 051.  68 

65,  051.  68 

10,598 

64, 960. 11 

10, 937.  08 

11, 201 

64, 893. 67 

64, 893. 67 
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State,  producer,  and  address 


rice— continued 
Texas— Continued 

Jack  Stoesser,  Dayton - - 

L.  D.  Ware,  Fulshear - 

B.  D.  Fussell,  Eagle  Lake _ 

Blue  Ribbon  Mills,  Inc.,  Houston - 

Johnson  A  Johnson,  West  Columbia _ 

Marsalia  Bros.,  C.  C.  Brasher  &  T.  L. 

Davidson,  Eagle  Lake _ 

L.  G.  Raun  &  Sandy  Creek  Ranch, 

El  Campo _ 

Mitchell  Bros.,  Beaumont _ 

Jarrell  E.  Brown,  Edna - - 

K.  Saibara  A  Son,  Webster _ 

Jack  C.  McBride,  J.  F.  Guidry  A  W.  S. 

Edwards,  Winnie _ 

Billy  Halfen,  Collegeport - - - 

Lowell  G.  Raun  A  Stockton  Estate, 

El  Campo _ 

H.  E.  Moor  A  J.  T.  White  Estate, 

Anahuac _ 

Adolph  S.  Hankamer,  Hankamer _ 

Jack  B.  Willis,  Eagle  Lake _ 

Paul  McGown,  Winnie _ 

Clark  Farms,  S.  J.  Clark,  Sr.,  and 

Gerald  M.  Clark,  Edna _ 

George  Way  and  J.  T.  White  Estate, 

Stowell__ - - 

Frank  A.  Higgins,  Eagle  Lake - 

Maurice  Willis  and  T.  L.  Davidson, 

Eagle  Lake _ 

Ferdinand  J.  Leonards  and  John  Oscar 

Devillier,  Winnie _ 

R.  M.  Middleton  Estate  and  I.  Jett 

Hankamer,  Hankamer _ 

E.  B.  Kirkham  and  H.  B.  Haynes, 

Anahuac _ 

Emmett  Herbert,  Stowell _ 

Noel  Clark,  Edna _ 

J.  B.  Wyatt,  Clodis  H.  Cox,  and 

Seaberg  Farms,  Inc.,  Dayton _ 

Joe  F.  Terry,  Victoria _ 

Wilfred  LeBlanc,  Doris  LeBlanc,  and 

S.  D.  Fontenot,  Winnie _ 

N.  S.  Bean,  Raymond _ _ _ _ 

Naomi  L.  Kole,  Winnie _ 

J.  S.  and  W.  W.  Winzer,  Winnie _ 

Donald  Henderson,  El  Campo _ 

Alfred  J.  Ash,  Dayton _ _ _ 

Howard  Watson,  Angleton _ 

C.  A.  Kiker,  Beaumont - 

C.  W.  Sisk;  George,  William  D.,  and 

H.  E.  Dishman,  Beaumont _ 

Seaberg  Farms,  Inc.,  Dayton _ 

A.  W.  Peveto,  Flurry  Joe  Peveto,  and 

Lutcher  A  Moore  Lumber  Co., 
Orange _ _ 

Carlton  W.  Trant  and  W.  H.  Keenan, 

Liberty _ 

William  H.  Whetstein  Farms,  Alvin _ 

Daniel  J.  Hankamer  and  R.  M.  Mid¬ 
dleton  Estate,  Wallisville _ 

Louie  L.  W.  Lunday,  Alvin - 

Arthur  Lemke,  Jack  Daigle,  Loranzo 

Daigle,  and  W.  E.  Bogan,  China _ 

Bobby  Shellhammer  and  M.  L.  Shell- 

hammer,  Hamshire _ 

Albert,  Jewell,  and  Albert  Dutcher,  Jr., 
Wells  Farm,  and  Frank  C.  Gordon, 

Lissie _ 

Mrs.  P.  H.  Sherer  and  Phil  Baker, 
Anahuac _ 

E.  A.  Turner  and  W.  M.  McBride  and 

Son,  Winnie _ 

Ivan  Hebert  and  E.  L.  Chaney,  Beau¬ 
mont _ 

James  Weaver,  Hankamer _ 

C.  W.  Smith,  Louise  Sample  Germer 

and  W.  F.  Germer,  Ganado _ 

Lester  J.  Cranek,  Garwood _ 

F.  W.  Fontenot,  Broussard  and  Hebert, 

Anahuac _ 

J.  W.  and  John  Isaacs,  Alvin _ 

J.  H.  Sandlin,  Anahuac _ 

Schiurring  Bros.,  Garwood _ 

W.  W.  McBride,  Winnie _ _ — 

L.  L.  Fontenot,  Winnie _ 

Jack  C.  and  Eloise  McBride,  Winnie _ 

E.  J.  and  Euell  Dugat  and  E.  C. 

Devillier,  Winnie _ 

Bert  Harbour  and  Mrs.  Lucille  Har¬ 
bour,  Hankamer _ 

J.  T.  Herin,  Edna _ 

Louis  Watson,  Angleton _ 

N.  S.  and  Jesse  Wittman,  Hamshire _ 

Jay  and  Dexter  Anderson,  Lissie - 

B.  D.  Hart  and  Frank  Galloway, 

Devers _ J _ 

William  Zboril,  Garwood _ 

M.  A.  Ellis  A  Son  and  Mitchell  D. 

Ellis,  Collegeport _ 

H.  A.  Norris  A  Son,  Bay  City _ 

Guy  Myrick  and  Otto  Truksa,  Alvin _ 

Lowell,  George,  and  Norris  Raun,  El 
Campo _ _ _ _ 


Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Amount 

repaid 

State,  producer,  and  address 

Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Amount 

repaid 

bice — continued 

Bushels 

Texas— Continued 

11,781 

$54, 623.  76 

$54, 623. 76 

Denver  Poland  and  Doornbos  Bros., 

Bushels 

11,585 

63,  589.  73 

46,  061.  38 

Winnie  __  _ _ _  .  . 

7,  495 

$33, 803.  55 

$33, 803.  55 

9,  774 

52, 779.  60 

Ivo  Phend,  Sr.,  Russell  Phend,  and 

10, 682 

52, 550.  02 

52, 550.  02 

Marie  Weir  et  al.,  Hamshire _ 

6,734 

33, 772. 94 

33, 772.  94 

11,237 

51, 813.  78 

51,813.  78 

J.  W.  Gober,  Nome _ • _ 

6,  659 

33,  496,  98 

33,  496.  98 

W.  .1.  Winzer,  Winnie.  _ _ 

6, 407 

33,  472,  36 

33, 472.  36 

10, 370 

51, 331.  50 

51,331.50 

P.  W.  Douglas,  Sour  Lake  _  _  ...  ... 

6,  939 

33,  374. 81 

33,  374.  81 

P.  D.  Kinser  and  R.  M.  Middleton 

10,  578 

50,  034.  65 

50,  034.  65 

Estate,  Anahuac.  .  . 

6,802 

33, 126.  72 

33, 1'26.  72 

10,  645 

49, 433.  26 

49, 433.  25 

Charles  and  Quintin  Shult,  and  Frank 

9,757 

48, 942.  88 

48, 942.  88 

L.  Ramsey,  El  Campo _ 

6, 398 

32, 895.  26 

32, 895.  26 

10,  260 

48,  619.  63 

48, 619.  63 

Mrs.  Maggie  Wisegerber,  Lester  Ray 

Wisegerber,  and  Seaberg  Farms,  Inc., 

9,  868 

48, 435.  66 

48,  435.  66 

Davton.  . . — 

6, 672 

32, 834.  52 

32, 834. 52 

9,495 

47,911.32 

47,911.32 

Chester  Hicks  and  Frank  S.  Bulher, 

Edna - -  - 

7,  211 

32, 789.  01 

32, 789. 01 

9,153 

47, 318.  68 

47, 318. 68 

M.  D.  Shillings,  Port  Lavaca . 

7,  508 

32,  738.  40 

32,  738.  40 

Jesse  Copeland  and  M.  L.  Shellham- 

10,295 

46,  863.  70 

46, 863. 70 

mer,  Hamshire... - - 

6,186 

32, 723. 94 

32,  723.  94 

9,774 

46,  812.  50 

46, 812.  50 

,  anies  R.  and  Henry  J.  Illavinka  and 

9,040 

40,  498.  29 

46, 498.  29 

Boettcher  A  Wasicek,  East  Bernard.. 

5,955 

32, 690.  75 

9,470 

46,  071. 14 

46,  071. 14 

E.  E.  and  H.  L.  Adams,  Alvin . . 

6,981 

32, 690.  50 

32, 090.  50 

Norris  Raun,  El  Campo . . 

6,  371 

32,  681.  43 

32, 681.  43 

9,249 

45, 818.  94 

45, 818.  94 

Ben  McCormick,  Alvin . . 

6,876 

32,  549.  99 

32,  549.  99 

Jay  and  Dexter  Anderson,  Lissie _ 

6,572 

32,  282.  53 

24,  710.  65 

9, 053 

45,  749.  48 

45,  749.  48 

W.  W.  and  J.  S.  Winzer  and  Edward  C. 

9,285 

45, 699. 45 

17,  665.  45 

6,611 

32, 133.  46 

32, 133.  46 

Alvin  E.  Johnson,  Louise - 

6,  744 

32, 129.  52 

32, 129.  52 

9,320 

45,  667.  56 

45, 667. 56 

Billv  Rav  Smith,  Ganado - - 

6,854 

32,  048.  84 

32,  048.  84 

J.  C.  Lewis,  E.  L.  McDonald,  and  G. 

9, 099 

45, 657. 41 

45, 657.  41 

6,570 

31, 829.  70 

Joe  F.  and  Raymond  Terry  and  George 

8,635 

45, 579.  56 

45, 579.  56 

Mussclman,  Victoria - - - 

6,774 

31,  758.  84 

31,  758.  84 

Wilfred  Le  Blanc,  Winnie . . 

6,  091 

31,  423.  29 

31,  423.  29 

8, 770 

45, 166.  64 

45,166. 64 

J.  B.  Miller,  Jr.,  Beaumont . . — 

6,  575 

31, 186.  31 

28,  632.  92 

9, 371 

45,  014.  49 

45, 014.  49 

J.  K.  and  R.  G.  Allen,  El  Campo - 

6,276 

31, 141.  93 

31, 141.  93 

10, 934 

44,  799.  35 

44,  799. 35 

Pete  Eaton  and  B.  D.  Anderson,  Rock 

6,563 

31, 107.  38 

10, 129 

44, 457. 90 

40,  809.  75 

Richard  Hahn,  Ganado  —  -  .  . 

6,  797 

30,  518.  53 

30,  518.  53 

9, 182 

43,  971.  67 

43, 971.  67 

C.  D.  Fenner,  Paul  Slatter,  O.  B.  Fen- 

ner,  A.  J.  Carter,  and  Floyd  Slatter, 

9,730 

43, 365. 33 

43, 365. 33 

5,  574 

30, 376.  66 

9,225 

42, 385.  95 

42, 385.  95 

A.  J.  Hungerford,  Midfield - 

5,915 

30,  315.  81 

28, 145.  78 

8,118 

42, 166.  32 

42, 166.  32 

Adolph  Jr.,  and  Calvin  E.  Ebner, 

8, 392 

42, 156.  63 

42, 156.  63 

Orange - - 

5, 830 

30,  097.  67 

30,  097. 67 

8,579 

42, 139.  84 

42, 139.  84 

Pat  H.  Flowers  and  Seaberg  Farms, 

9,  094 

41,857.30 

41, 857.  30 

Inc.,  Dayton... - - 

5,637 

30,  092.  30 

30, 092.  30 

7,690 

41, 310. 46 

41,  310.  46 

Elroy  J.  Ortego,  Alta  Loma . . . 

6, 399 

29,  971.  23 

29,  971.  23 

7, 573 

41,  059.  56 

27,  404.  04 

B.  G.  and  F.  M.  Elkins,  Devers - 

5,847 

29, 629.  34 

29,  629.  34 

Alfred  J.  Ash  and  Sophie  Graves 

8,159 

40,  401.  44 

40,  401.  44 

Estate,  Dayton _ ..; - - - 

6,  606 

29,  580.  72 

29,  580.  72 

8,129 

40,  252. 34 

40,  252.  34 

Warren  Craigen,  Beaumont - - 

6,353 

29,  544.  33 

13, 256.  77 

B.  F.  Metzger,  Katy  - 

J  6  053 

29,  517.  05 

20,  474. 75 

Ethel  M.  Campbell,  Welsh,  La . 

8,492 

40, 122.  02 

40,  122.  02 

F.  J.  Merta,  Louise . . . 

6,  274 

29, 331.  46 

29,  331.  46 

Schiurring  Bros.,  Garwood . — 

6,710 

29,  322.  70 

29, 322.  70 

8,490 

39, 994.  56 

39, 994.  66 

J.  T.  Hare,  Crosby . . 

6, 143 

28,  958.  30 

28, 958.  30 

8,383 

39, 477.  30 

39,  477. 30 

Keith  Flournoy,  Liberty. . . 

6, 289 

28, 866.  51 

28, 866.  51 

Eugene  Bourque,  Rosharon . 

6,557 

28,  315.  37 

28, 315.  37 

7,574 

38, 930. 36 

38, 930. 36 

J  W.  Parker,  Arnold  Wolf,  Jr.,  and 

7,554 

38, 831. 78 

38, 831. 78 

B.  F.  Troxell,  Dayton . . 

5,759 

28,  275.  21 

28, 275. 21 

George  V.  Miller,  China  .  .  . . 

6, 152 

28, 106.  58 

28, 106.  58 

6,866 

38,  728.  35 

38, 728.  35 

N.  T7  Stansbury,  Beaumont - 

6,068 

28,  094. 84 

28,  094. 84 

C.  S.  Brown,  Devers.  .  .  . 

6,639 

28, 079.  06 

13,  460.  82 

7,897 

38, 685. 26 

28, 685.  26 

Jack  Duke,  Rosharon. - - - 

6,049 

28, 056.  59 

28,  056.  59 

Duward  Harper,  Alvin - 

5,  970 

27,  843.  06 

27,  843.  06 

O.  C.  Devillier,  Jr.,  Winnie . . 

6,000 

27,  779. 12 

27, 779. 12 

8,022 

38, 522. 59 

38, 522759 

Curtis  S.  Penick,  Anahuac. . . . 

5,  398 

27, 771.  75 

25,211.01 

R.  B.  Christ,  Sr.,  Hamshire - - 

5,237 

27,  608.  80 

27,  608. 80 

8,051 

38, 504. 00 

38,  504.  00 

J.  C.  Wall,  Beaumont . . . 

5,708 

27,  398.  40 

27, 398.  40 

Raymond  Randel,  Liberty - 

5,  475 

27,  375.  00 

27, 375.  00 

7,808 

38, 486. 43 

38, 486. 43 

C.  T.  Wiese,  Eagle  Lake.  _ 

5,590 

27,  245.  70 

22,  048.  95 

Louie  Mollnar,  El  Campo . 

6,  282 

27,  236. 16 

27,  236. 16 

7,485 

38, 398. 05 

38, 398. 05 

A.  E.  Elliott,  Bay  City.. .  .  -  .. 

5,606 

27, 020.  92 

27,  020. 92 

7,811 

38, 125.  00 

38, 125.  00 

B.  E.  Wilber  and  D.  L.  Heckaman, 

Hamshire. . .  . 

5,079 

26, 545.85 

26,  545. 85 

7,947 

'  37, 800. 35 

37, 800. 35 

Frank  Smaistria,  Martha  Losack,  and 

7,826 

37, 773.  25 

37,  773.  25 

Wm.  Lee  Frederickson,  East  Ber- 

5,671 

26, 479. 07 

20,  762. 46 

7,626 

37, 469. 94 

37,  469.  94 

Lynn  and  Donald  Herbert,  Waller  - 

5,586 

26,  421.  78 

26,  421.  78 

8,308 

37, 381.  67 

37, 381.  67 

Johnnie  Garrett,  Garrett  Bros.,  and 

6,994 

37, 340. 55 

37,  340.  55 

Walter  L.  Roome,  Louise . 

5,714 

26, 421.  49 

26, 421.  49 

7,793 

37, 331. 65 

37,  331.  65 

Rudolph  Skalicky,  Ghnado - - 

5,  598 

26,  311.  41 

26, 311.  41 

7,131 

37, 133. 10 

37, 133. 10 

W.  C.  Jenkins,  Hankamer - 

5,  385 

26, 132. 42 

26, 132.  42 

7,413 

37, 079. 20 

37, 079.  20 

Lester  R.  Wisegerber  and  Seaberg 

7,043 

36, 812. 75 

36,  812.  75 

Frams,  Inc.,  Dayton..  ...  -  .. 

5,701 

25,882.  54 

25, 882.  54 

Wanda  S.  and  Wayne  Bunton,  Edna. .. 

5,217 

25, 877.  81 

25, 877.  81 

7,352 

36, 647. 02 

36, 647. 02 

J.  Harland  Bell,  Rock  Island - 

4, 925 

25,823.41 

4,  771.  20 

Buren  J.  Kallina,  Garwood.. _ 

5,260 

25,  601.  90 

25, 601. 90 

7,835 

36, 416. 87 

36, 416.  87 

George  W/.  Stansbury,  Ray  wood - - 

4,864 

25,  536.  00 

25,  536.  00 

8,712 

36,  329.  46 

36, 329.  46 

Harvey  E.  Johnson,  Port  Lavaca.  - 

5,888 

25, 495.  86 

25, 495. 86 

7, 193 

35, 836. 82 

35,  83b.  82 

R  L’  Poskey  and  Roy  Dawson, 

6,  928 

35,  709.  26 

35,  679.  63 

4,  871 

25, 475. 33 

25, 475. 33 

6,936 

35, 457.  46 

33,  287.  43 

Johnnie  Garrett,  Guy  Stovall,  Jr.,  and 

5,265 

25,  444.  90 

21,  466.  90 

7,581 

35,  428.  55 

35,  428.  55 

James  L.  Adkins,  Lissie . 

4,729 

25,442.02 

25, 442.  02 

7,232 

34,  203.  88 

34,  203.  88 

W.  H.  Huseman  and  Mrs.  Annie 

Carmichael  Estate,  Louise . 

5, 420 

25, 394. 49 

25, 394. 49 

6,008 

34, 020. 84 

25, 767.  38 

R.  B.  Christ,  Sr.,  R.  B.  Christ,  Jr.,  Ed 

Lohmann,  and  Elvan  Bourque, 

7, 040 

34, 013. 44 

34, 013.  44 

Hamshire _  _  _ 

5,480 

25, 373. 28 

25,373.28 

W.  H.  Oetken,  Anahuac _  _ 

5,003 

25, 140.  50 

17,581.24 

6,420 

33,962.59 

33, 962. 59 

J.  W.  Murrell,  Winnie . . . . 

4,710 

25, 072.  90 

25,  072.  90 

15098 
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State,  producer,  and  address 


rice — continued 
Texas— Continued 

M.  I.  Janes  and  Remie  Fontenot, 
Beaumont- - - 

SOYBEANS 

Arkansas: 

Arkansas  Oram  Corp.,  Stuttgart . 

McAlister  Seed  Service  Co.,  Walnut 


Hugh  E.  Richardson,  H.  B.  Richard¬ 
son  and  Richland  Plantation,  Inc., 

Hughes _ 

Ralph  Wimpy,  Harrisburg - 

J.  W.  Prescott,  Hughes - - 

Pirani  Bros.,  Marion - 

James  E.  McDaniel,  Jonesboro - 

David  N.  Ford,  Sherrill - - 

James  D.  Ford,  Pine  Bluff - 

J.  B.  Davis,  Ogden . . . 

W.  B.  Bynum,  Dermott _ 

Phinn  Reynolds  &  Son,  Harrisburg - 

Illinois:  A.  E.  Deal,  Morrisonville . ... 

Indiana: 

Donald  Kolb,  Evansville - 

Donald  E.  Stewart,  Robert  Revell,  and 
Harold  Revell,  Lebanon-. - - 

Iowa: 

Herbert  P.  Turin,  Odebolt _ 

Kenneth  Johnson,  Callender _ 

Louisiana: 

W.  P.  Tomlinson,  Lake  Providence _ 

Orville  A.  Coody,  Lake  Providence - 

Mississippi: 

Joe  Priddy  &  Sons,  Rolling  Fork . 

Greer  Bros.  &  Son,  Hollandale - .... 

J.  R.  Flautt  &  Sons,  Swan  Lake _ 

Eyanna  Plantation,  Inc.,  Cary - .... 

F.  B.  Swearengen,  Philipp... . 

W.  P.  Skelton,  Rosedale _ 

Dominic  P.  Rizzo,  Cleveland _ 

Annapeg,  Inc.,  Minter  City _ 

L.  L.  Walker,  Minter  City _ 

Ray  Roberson  Farms,  Inc.,  Philipp _ 

Missouri: 

A.  C.  Riley,  New  Madrid _ 

W.  V.  Riley,  New  Madrid _ 

The  Albert  Painton  Co.,  Inc.,  Painton. 

Wallace  Farms,  Gideon _ 

North  Carolina: 

A.  D.  Swindell,  Pantego _ 

McNair  Investment  Co.,  Laurinberg... 

South  Carolina: 

W.  R.  Mayes,  Mayesville _ 

J.  A.  Harvin,  Sumter _ 

J.  T.  Duncan,  Martin _ 

Wisconsin:  Charles  H.  Kuiper,  Union 
Grove _ 

WHEAT 

Arkansas:  Lake  Plantation,  Hughes _ 

California: 

E.  L.  Wallace,  Woodland _ _ 

Jackson  &  Reinert,  Paso  Robles _ 

Colorado: 

Sprague  Bros.,  Holyoke - - 

Harold  Kuckartz,  Arriba - - - 

Kaleevic  Farms,  Inc.,  Aurora . . 

Ralph  and  Jack  Bowman,  Wray _ 

Idaho: 

Wagner  Bros.,  Lewiston _ 

Ira  McIntosh  &  Sons,  Lewiston _ 

Meacham  Land  &  Cattle  Co.,  Lapwai.- 

Heglar  Ranch,  Inc.,  Burley _ 

Dreehsel  Bros.,  Worley _ 

Herndon  Farms,  Inc.,  Culdesac _ 

Gaffney  &  Howe,  Plummer _ 

Wittman  Farms,  Inc.,  Lapwai _ 

Sam  Aim  &  Sons,  Inc.,  Orangeville _ 

W.  W.  Riggers  &  Sons,  Craigmont _ 

Stanton  Becker,  Genesee _ _ _ 

Harold  Heaton  &  Son,  Tekoa,  Wash... 

Pfaff  Bros.,  Inc.,  Garfield,  Wash _ 

Arthur  P.  Meier,  Peck _ 

Matsuura  Bros.,  Blackfoot _ 

Herb  Millhorn,  Worley _ 

Alvin  Barker  &  Sons,  Soda  Springs _ 

Shayne  Linderman,  Newdale _ 

George  and  Otto  Brammer,  Lewiston.. 

Leland  Woodbury,  Burley . . . 

John  Campbell,  Idaho  Falls _ 

J.  J.  Driscoll  &  Son,  Troy _ 

Hilding,  Frick,  Plummer _ 

Anderson  Bros. ,  Troy _ 

McLeod  Bros.,  Nezperce _ 

Iowa:  Payne  Valley  Farms,  Inc.,  Hamburg. 
Kansas: 

Earl,  Elsie  S.,  and  Frank  Weisenberger, 

Scott  City _ _ _ 

Albert  Frahm  et  al.,  Colby _ 

B.  A.  Hutton,  Brewster _ 

Robert  W.  Thierolf,  Beloit _ 

Neil  Fuller  &  Sons,  Beloit _ 


Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Amount 

repaid 

Bushels 

5,310 

$25, 010. 10 

$25, 010. 10 

7, 103, 230 

16, 353, 5S0. 93 

10,454,477. 70 

42,120 

94, 888. 80 

32, 316. 30 

34. 344 

77, 960. 88 

77, 960. 88 

15,  585 

35,  997.  26 

35, 997.  66 

15, 390 

34, 935.  30 

34,  935.  30 

15,  000 

34,  050.  00 

34,  050.  00 

13,  500 

30, 645.  00 

30,  645.  00 

}  13, 500 

30, 510. 00 

30, 510.  00 

12, 375 

27,  225.  00 

21, 780. 00 

11,713 

26, 998.  47 

26,998.47 

11,  700 

26,  559.  00 

26, 559.  00 

11,  070 

25,  571.  70 

25,  571.  70 

13,  500 

30, 376. 00 

30, 375.  00 

11,115 

25, 119.  90 

25, 119. 90 

18, 784 

40,  484.  04 

40, 484.  04 

12, 690 

28, 171.  80 

15, 840 

35, 640.  00 

35, 640. 00 

11,681 

26, 581.  36 

12, 406. 36 

32,168 

72,802.88 

72,  802. 88 

29,  250 

66,  397.  50 

66, 397.  50 

27,180 

61,  426. 80 

61, 426.  80 

23, 130 

52,  273.  80 

52,  273. 80 

18,  289 

40,  510.  66 

16,  392 

37,  209.  84 

37,  209.  84 

15, 961 

36,  231.  47 

36,  231. 47 

13,  265 

29,  382. 41 

13,060 

28,  904.  22 

28,  904.  22 

13, 009 

28, 815.  44 

28,  815. 44 

22,  500 

61,  075.  00 

22,  500 

61, 075.  00 

17,280 

39,  052. 80 

39,  052.  80 

17, 100 

38, 304.  00 

38,  304.  00 

41,  580 

93,  325.  50 

63,  220.  50 

19, 814 

44, 185.  22 

44, 185.  22 

41,043 

91,  525.  89 

26,774 

59,  623. 65 

6,021.00 

11, 430 

25, 488.  90 

25,  488.  90 

15,  030 

34,208.  40 

34,  268.  40 

19,244 

27,  807.  09 

69,  345 

83,  858. 11 

50,  806 

69, 096. 16 

69,  096. 16 

31,915 

34,  302. 11 

34,  302. 11 

27,000 

31,  860.  00 

15,  525.  00 

27,  000 

31,  050.  00 

24,300 

29,  889.  00 

81,  892 

101,  546.  08 

101,  546.  08 

63, 102 

78,  246.  48 

78,  246. 48 

59, 997 

73,  738.  23 

18,411.00 
61,  335.  65 

46,  882 

61,  335.  65 

41,  196 

49, 187.  57 

19,  298.  57 

34, 162 

41,  408.  25 

31,  248.  00 

35,  615 

41, 197.  22 

34,839 

40,  111.  90 

31,  497 

38, 111.37 

33,  828 

37,  979.  34 

37, 979.  34 

31,  587 

36,  049.  07 

36,  049.  07 

24,266 

35,  598.  47 

27,900 

34,  596.  00 

34,  590.  00 

30,  084 

34, 192. 19 

28,  699.  68 

29,  700 

33,  204.  00 

33,  264.  00 

27,  610 

31,496.  63 

31,  496.  63 

27,  000 

30,  510.  00 

30,  510.  00 

27,  200 

29,  376.  00 

23,220 

28,  792.  80 

28,  792.  80 

27,  000 

28,  755.  40 

28,  755.  40 

22,  214 

26,  529.  21 

26,  529.  21 

22,  604 

25,  881.  69 

25,  881.  69 

22,  248 

25,  814.  76 

25,  814.  76 

22, 145 

25,  305. 11 

21,  396.  35 

22,  377 

25,  174.  82 

25, 174.  82 

21, 032 

26, 057.  06 

26,057.06 

45,608 

62, 482. 96 

38, 8'44 

49, 331.  88 

37,  260 

47, 320.  20 

34,574 

45,  211.48 

45,  211.  48 

31, 673 

44, 885.  63 

State,  producer,  and  address 


Quantity 

pledged 


A  mount 
loaned 


Amount 

repaid 


wheat— continued 


Kansas— Continued 

S.  Everett  Dennis,  Scottsbluff,  Nebr. 
Harold  N.  Hobart,  Sr.,  Harold  N. 
Hobart,  Jr.,  and  Gano  H.  Tschudy, 

Hutchinson _ 

C.  Wilber  White,  Goodland _ 

Herman  Bott,  Palmer _ 

R.  T.  McCreight,  Ness  City _ 

Adrian  Schweitzer,  Osborne _ _ 

Vestring  Bros.,  Bums _ 

W.  T.  Rooney,  Jr.,  Garden  City _ 

John  Kriss  Farms,  Colby _ 

Benton  Jones,  Glasco _ 

Ferguson  Bros.,  Kensington _ 

E.  A.  Baalman  &  Sons,  Menlo _ 

Hattendorf  Bros.,  Scott  City _ 

John  D.  Deforest,  Peabody _ 

Richard  L.  and  Jack  Spiegel,  Formoso. 

C.  H.  Mooro  Trust  Estate,  Dodge  City. 
Minnesota: 

Keith  Driscoll,  East  Grand  Forks _ 

John  Bogostad,  Karlstad _ 

Vernon  Hagen,  East  Grand  Forks _ 

Montana: 

Campbell  Farming  Corp.,  Hardin _ 

Nash  Bros.,  Redstone _ 

Onstad  Grain  Co.,  Carter _ 

•  Kraft  &  Martin,  Havre _ 

J.  G.  Robertson,  Inc.,  Great  Falls _ 

Juedeman  Grain  Co.,  Geraldine _ 

Warren  Swenson,  Cut  Bank . . 

Otis  Waters,  Richey _ 

Pryor  Land  Co.,  Billings _ 

Floyd  Warren,  Inc.,  Hardin _ 

Oscar  A.  Kalgaard,  Big  Sandy . . 

Westermark  Bros.,  Levon _ 

Francis  Maurer,  Dutton _ 

Bill  McCarter,  Galata _ 

Roy  Killonbeck,  Scobey - 

Birkeland  &  Son,  Inc.,  Fort  Bgnton _ 

Gaylcn  Vernon,  Ray  Stoner,  and  Rich¬ 
ard  McCarty,  Outlook . . . 

Lazy  K.  T.  Ranch,  Billings . . 

Clair  Schillinger  and  Schillinger  Farms, 

Inc.,  Wolf  Point _ 

Kenneth  Schillinger,.  Vida _ 

Adolph  Fix,  Ekalaka - 

Royce  Applegate,  Square  Butte - .... 

Sikorski  &  Sons,  Inc.,  Willard _ 

John  H.  Leutnold,  Molt _ 

D.  K.  Hereford  Ranch,  Ballantine _ 

F.  E.  Davison  &  Sons,  Highwood - 

John  Kcil  &  Sons,  Ledger - - - 

Kenneth  G.  Axvig,  Kremlin _ 

A.  C.  Kammerzell,  Chester . . 

Donald  Norman  and  Arnold  Dees, 

Kremlin _ _ _ 

Allan  and  Leo  Schillinger,  Vida - 

Roland  and  Burton  Wright,  Moore _ 

Leo  M.  Kraft,  Havre _ — 

Ralph  Lee,  Buffalo _ 

Conover  Ranch  Co.,  Broadview - 

Ivan  Dahlman,  Forsyth - 

Herbert  G.  Bitz  and  Selma  McClintock, 

Box  Elder _ _ _ 

Ole  Jensen,  Chester - 

Swank  &  Son,  Poplar _ i 

Elmer  and  Mary  P.  Dostal,  Geraldine- 

Frank  Kukla,  Blue  Creek _ 

Nebraska: 

Grace  Land  &  Cattle  Co.,  Lewellen - 

Raymond,  Ronald,  Pamela,  Michael, 
Leo,  Morris,  and  Use  Jessen,  Lodge- 

pole - - - 

Knipp  Land  Co.,  Big  Springs - 

Ruth  Hunt,  Hastings - 

A.  L.  Rosener  &  Sons,  Daykin - 

Bailey  Partnership,  Big  Springs . — 

Glen  F.  Burns,  Chappell - - 

Svoboda  &  Hannah,  Ogallala — - 

Eugene  Schefcek,  Alliance - 

Leo  Jessen,  Oshkosh - 

Robert  R.  Elliott,  Solvang,  Calif - 

Ed  and  Beulah  Jelinek,  Alliance - 

Nevada:  Rio  King  Land  &  Investment 

Co.,  San  Francisco,  Calif - 

New  Mexico: 

Archie  Baker,  Clovis - 

W.  L.  Lockmiller,  Clovis _ 

Virgle  Harrison,  Texico - - - 

Albert  and  Monte  Matlock,  Clovis - 


Bushels 
'  31, 495 


28,244 

27,  702 
24,  984 
23,  220 
22,626 

22,  807 
23,580 

23.850 
21, 173 
20, 250 
20,754 
21,884 
20,008 
18, 900 
20,453 

30,  780 

22.500 
18, 879 

200,  212 

49. 320 
61,  480 
44,  460 
49, 905 
48,285 
46,  600 
37,170 
43,625 
44,100 
40, 526 
38,  610 
37,800 
34,570 
32,040 

32.850 

28, 440 
32, 193 

29,  430 

26,  091 
25, 524 

30. 240 
24,041 

28,  800 
27,810 
27,812 

27,  000 
22, 600 
25,920 

24, 660 

21.240 
25,200 

22.320 
24,930 

24.500 
23, 220 

21, 150 
24, 102 
21,960 

23,  400 
23, 130 


52,200 


39, 600 
33,300 
31, 178 
26,  809 
29,700 
28, 342 
26, 100 
25,  038 
23,400 
22, 410 
20,002 


20,327 

21,337 
25,360 
22,  018 
20,  510 


North  Dakota: 

Arvel  Glinz,  Eldridge - 

Ballantyne  Bros.,  Westhope - 

Benjamin  Schaible,  Mott - 

The  Witteman  Co.,  Mohall - 

L.  J.  Johnson,  Plaza - 

Polries  Bros.,  Sykeston - - 

Roscoe  W.  Kelly,  Niagara - 

August  C.  Kirschematm,  Mott - 

John  D.  Kirschmann,  Bismarck - 

Henry  Grain  &  Stock  Farm,  Westhope. 


38,904 
36,000 
34, 650 

36. 900 

34.200 
28,512 

27.900 

25.200 
28. 440 


$43, 153. 57 


40,  510. 93 
36, 008. 19 
34, 129.  44 
33, 156. 00 
32, 019.  58 
31, 124.  21 
30,  720.  60 

30,  289.  50 
29, 819.  66 
29,  767.  50 
26,  504.  82 
26,  466.  62 
25,  739.  63 

25,  515.  00 
25, 390. 49 

46, 146.  60 

31,  050.  00 

26,  767.  36 

206, 218.  36 
57, 704. 40 
56, 113.  20 
55,  859. 40 
54, 396.  45 
62, 630.  66 
50, 859.  40 
47,949.30 
47,  551.25 
45,423.  00 
43, 746.  68 
42,084.90 
41,202.00 
36,  591.30 
36, 525.  60 
35, 806.  50 

35, 661.  60 
35,  090.  37 

35,  021.  70 
34, 566.  57 
34, 148.  88 
32, 961.  60 
31,749.21 
31,392.00 
30,312.  90 
30, 181. 23 
29, 430.  00 
28, 632.  60 

28.252.80 

28,225.  80 
28, 170.  00 
27, 468.  00 
27,342.  00 
27, 173.  70 
26,  706.  00 
26,  470.  80 

26,  464.  50 
26, 271. 18 

25. 912. 80 
26, 506.  00 
25,211.70 

64, 728. 00 


48,  312.  00 
41,958.00 
40, 227. 67 
37, 179.  88 
36, 828.  00 
34,317.52 
32,  886.  00 
32, 048. 64 
29, 250.  00 
28, 012.  50 
26, 807.  64 

25, 205.  48 

31,  227.  94 
31,065.58 
28,  954.11 
26, 765.  55 

57, 073. 29 
60,  760.  00 
49, 999.  50 
46, 125.  00 
42, 408.  00 
40, 487.  04 
39,  078.  00 

35, 932. 50 
35, 550.  00 


$1, 931.  67 


6, 714.  40 
1,161.00 
47,  551.25 
45, 423.  00 
43,  746.  68 
42,084.  90 

"36^591.30 


35,  090.  37 
1,392.30 
”L206."66 
*  5,  945."  04 

"2,713723 

28,252"80 


27,468.  00 
27, *17^70 
'26, "470.80 


10,  067.  40 

£67918.72 

32,"048._64 


25, 205.  48 

31, 227. 94 

""220.19 
26, 765.  55 

2, 260. 59 


4, 725.  00 


6, 172. 20 


6, 010. 29 


3, 682. 80 
19, 795. 87 


16, 310. 25 


73,233.00 


64, 396.  45 
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State,  producer,  and  address 


wheat — continued 

North  Dakota— Continued 

T.  A.  Dilse,  Scranton _ 

Norman  Glinz,  Bottineau _ 

Alvin  Kenner,  Leeds _ 

Edwin  Netzer,  Regent _ 

Dan  Netzer,  Bismarck _ - 

W.  J.  Thoreson,  York _ 

Ernest  P.  Jensen,  Williston _ 

Stair  Bros.,  Newburg - - 

Willis  Glinz,  Newburg _ 

Carl  M.  Hodenfield  &  Sons,  Ray - 

Helen,  Wayne,  Cecil,  and  Dennis 

Zahnow,  Roscglen _ 

Allred  Johnson,  Plaza - 

Jack  Tollman,  York . . 

Reginald  and  Kenneth  Henry,  West- 

hope _ 

August  and  Ronald  Wagner,  Englevale. 

Earl  Schwartz  Co.,  Kenmare.. - 

Walter  E.  Johnson,  Courtenay - 

Roger  Redel,  Fresscnden - 

Leo  and  Anthony  Muggli,  Vincent 
Muggli,  Jr.,  and  Vincent  Muggli,  Sr., 

Carson _ 

Rose  Weinhandl,  Shields - 

Carlton  Larson,  Sykeston _ 

Harold  Hosfstrand,  Leeds - 

Raymond  Foerster,  Conway - 

Ohio: 

Ward  Walton  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Upper 

Sandusky - 

Orieton  Farms,  Inc.,  London - 

Oklahoma: 

John  A.  Francis,  Kingfisher - 

Joe  Steichen,  Ponca  City - 

James  W.  Sharrock,  Ponca  City - 

Oregon: 

McCormmach  Bros.,  Pendleton - 

Glenn  Thorne,  Pendleton - 

John  Proudfoot  and  Leo  Gorger,  lone— 

Raymond  &  Son,  Inc.,  Helix - 

Ralph  S.  Crum,  lone . . 

R.  &  T.  Ranches,  Athena - 

King  Ranches,  Pendleton - 

Robert  Kilkenny,  Heppner - 

Les  King,  Inc.,  Helix - 

F.  L.  Watkins,  Wasco . - - - 

4  R  Ranches  Wasco - 

Mud  Springs  Ranches,  Pendleton 
Ranches,  Cunningham  Sheep  Co., 

and  Hoke  Ranches,  Pendleton - 

Adolph,  Jr.,  or  Georgia  Shaffer,  Condon. 

Key  Bros.,  Inc.,  Milton  Freewater - 

Richard  W.  Hampton,  Pendleton - 

V.  R.  Ranch,  Helix _ 

Weber,  Inc.,  and  Vemita  Adams, 

Athena . - 

R.  A.  Brogoitti,  LaGrande - 

Foster,  Wemsing  &  Coffman,  Athena— 

Charles  Carlson,  lone _ 

M.  Smith,  Condon . . 

H.  H.  McIntyre,  Pendleton . . 

Alvin  Bunch,  Heppner - - 

Holdman  Ranches,  Pendleton _ 

Hill  Ranches,  Inc.,  Helix - 

Larry  E.  Kaseberg,  Wasco - 

Marion  T.  Weatherford,  Arlington _ 

W.  D.  Hardie  &  Sons,  Condon . . 

Merton  S.  Wade,  Lostine _ 

E.  Earl  or  S.  Bernice  Pryor,  Condon.. 

Storie  Ranches,  Pendleton _ 

Coppinger  &  Son  Ranches,  Echo _ 

A.  C.  and  R.  O.  Moll,  Pendleton _ 

H.  T.  Rea,  Inc.,  Walla  Walla,  Wash.. 

F.  N.  Johns,  Athena _ 

McElligott  Bros.,  lone - 

H.  M.  Zell,  Wasco _ 

Johns  Smith  and  Beamer,  Athena _ 

C.  0.  Burnet  or  Althea  Burnet,  Moro._ 

Tad  O.  McCoy,  The  Dalles _ 

W.  L.  Hulse,  Dufur _ 

R.  M.  and  Delta  Johnson,  Wasco _ 

A.  C.  Warren,  lone. - - 

Bill  Wolfe,  Wallowa _ 

G.  W.  Temple,  Pendleton _ 

Albert  L.  McCormmach,  Walla  Walla, 

Wash _ 

T.  M.  Campbell,  Helix _ 

Siog  &  Sieg,  Baker - 

David  Horne,  Pendleton _ 

Glen  Brogoitti,  Helix _ _ _ 

Powell  Goodin  Farms,  Moro - 

R.  &  H.  Farms  and  Archie  Harris, 

Milton-Frcewater - 

Sandhollow  Ranches,  Helix _ 

O.  N.  Jones  &  Sons,  Heppner _ 

J.  Smith,  Inc.,  Condon _ 

Verne  W.  Dale,  Helix _ 

Robert  Rothrock,  Adams _ 

Rosco  E.  Moore,  Moro _ 

Campbell  Ranch,  Inc.,  Echo . . 

Walker  Whitacro  Ranch,  Athena _ 

Harvey  Smith,  lone _ _ _ 


uantity 

>ledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Amount 

repaid 

Bushels 

27,720 

$35, 481. 60 

26,370 

35,406.  00 

25,200 

35,280.  00 

35, 526 

34, 197.  08 

25,  000 

34, 125.  00 

24,300 

33,  777.  00 

24,930 

33, 655. 50 

25,429 

33,  496. 25 

27,  000 

33,210.00 

$1,451.40 

25,  650 

32, 832.  00 

32,832.00 

26, 100 

32,364.  00 

23, 808 

31,  546.  49 

24,300 

30, 375.  00 

20,307 

29,403.  00 

2,268.00 

23,400 

29,250.  00 

18,990 

27,  830.  70 

18,211 

25, 859. 62 

17,280 

25,423.20 

18,203 

25,309.46 

18,251 

25, 198.  74 

1,192.00 

16,420 

25,  048.20 

25,  576 

33, 375. 96 

33, 375. 96 

21,  039 

26,825.27 

26,825.27 

20,250 

27, 315.  00 

22,000 

27, 170.  00 

20, 483 

26, 934.  71 

69,  570 

83, 622. 36 

83,  622. 36 

54,266 

65,308.85 

65, 308.  85 

47, 025 

61, 602.  75 

61, 602. 75 

60, 138 

60, 903.  45 

43,647 

57, 177.  57 

42,301 

51,270.80 

51,270.80 

38,365 

49, 874.  50 

39,344 

49,  476. 72 

40. 044. 72 

38,846 

46,  809.  44 

46, 809.  44 

34,  816 

45, 791. 02 

42, 713. 66 

38,840 

45,254.20 

45,25120 

34,  650 

45,  045.  00 

45,  045.  00 

36,  309 

44,  722.  66 

44;  722.  66 

33,  705 

43,816.  50 

33, 736 

42, 774. 35 

13, 758.  34 

35,  059 

42,246.48 

42,246.48 

30, 360 

39, 354.24 

37, 908.  00 

31,444 

39, 305.  00 

39, 305. 00 

32, 548 

39,  090. 96 

7, 969. 77 

29, 160 

38, 199.  60 

26, 608 

36,  950. 64 

36, 950. 64 

30, 348 

36,  633.  42 

36, 633.  42 

29,577 

36,  372.  70 

36,  372.  20 

30,  078 

36,  352.  84 

36,  352.  84 

30, 000 

36, 150.  00 

26, 100 

34,  713.  00 

34,  713.  00 

27,  766 

34,  567.  92 

25,  043 

34, 259.  79 

4,  835.  75 

28,  088 

33,  520.  74 

9, 180.  52 

27, 148 

33,  517.83 

33,  517.  83 

27,  384 

33,  271.  86 

33,  271. 86 

24,750 

32, 175. 00 

32, 175. 00 

26,  211 

31, 444.  60 

24,  075 

31,  298.  79 

31,  298.  79 

23,827 

31,  213.  37 

31,213.  37 

24,260 

30,  806.  42 

30,  806.  42 

23,418 

30,  443.  62 

30, 443.  52 

24,  496 

30,  378.  38 

23,  524 

30,  236.  64 

30,  236.  64 

22,  050 

29,  988. 00 

23,  926 

29,  844.  28 

29,  844.  28 

22,063 

28,  902.  53 

24,183 

28,  740.  44 

10, 184.  24 

22, 060 

28,  679. 04 

28,  679. 04 

23,444 

28,  303.  49 

28, 303. 49 

23,484 

27,  486.  05 

22,  732 

27,  392.  27 

27, 392.  27 

22,  597 

27,  229. 18 

21,  841 

27, 192. 41 

16, 741.  76 

20,  821 

27, 067.  30 

27,067.30 

22, 163 

26,  928.  54 

12, 005.  71 

21,  857 

26,  714.  38 

26,  714.  38 

19,  270 

26,  689. 41 

26,  689.  41 

22,  025 

26,  540.  51 

26,  540.  61 

20,  798 

26,  457.  27 

20, 475.  00 

21,226 

26,  365.  03 

20,  984 

26,  349.  95 

26, 349.  95 

21,600 

26, 122.  96 

26, 122.  96 

19,  593 

25, 862.  76 

25,  862.  76 

State,  producer,  and  address 


Quantity 

pledged 


Amount 

loaned 


Amount 

repaid 


wheat— continued 


Oregon — Continued 

Earl  Meeker,  The  Dalles. _ _ 

Stirrup  Ranch,  North  Powder . . 

G.  L.  Pratt,  Visalia,  Calif _ 

Harry  Proudfoot,  Echo _ 

South  Dakota: 

William  J.  Stanley  and  William  D. 
Asmussen,  Agar _ 

J.  E.  Check  Estate,  Pierre _ 

Elkhorn  Farm,  Martin _ 

Alfred  and  Johanna  Ehlers,  Prosho _ 

Dermis  L.  Anderson,  Rapid  City _ 

Leo  J.  Terca,  Presho _ 

John  Hippen,  Martin _ 

Raymond  Jessen,  Lodge  Pole,  Nebr _ 

Louie  E.  Bartels,  Gerrysburg . . 

Bartley  Mills,  Winner . . . . 

Kenneth  Kinkier,  Blunt _ 

Hugo  Kinkier,  Littlefield,  Tex . 

Krier  Bros.,  Presho _ 

James  S.  Brown,  Chamberlain _ 

Arvid  Ambur,  Presho _ 

Bruno  Wieczorek,  Chamberlain _ 

G.  K.  Hutchison,  Presho . . 

Robert  E.  Duncan,  Pierre _ 

Roy  Norman,  Hayes _ 

Earl  E.  Kinder,  Onida _ _ 

Verdun  Stanley,  Presho.. - - 

Orville  Schwarting,  Gordon,  Nebr _ 

K.  R.  Rhiley,  Creighton _ 

Myron  D.  and  Mildred  A.  Johnson, 

Rapid  City _ 

H.  G.  Ehlers  Sons,  Presho _ 

Jerry  Geeringer,  Castle  Rock - 

Leonel  M.  Jensen,  Wall _ 

Robert  Bartels,  Fort  Pierre _ _ 

Jetter  Bros.,  Milesville _ 

Wm.  G.  and  Lyle  Schoulte,  Presho _ 

Hill  Farms,  Hart _ 

Taft  McGee,  Hereford . . . . 

Homer  Hill,  Hart - - - 

Buddy  Hill,  Hart _ _ _ 

Gerald  L.  Lasley,  Dalhart . . . 

Frank  Robinson,  Panhandle _ 

Berkley  Stringer,  Dumas _ 

D.  G.  Cluck,  Graver _ 

Sam  R.  Cluck,  Graver - 

Harold  H.  Hogue,  Dalhart _ 

A  &  O  Farms,  Dumas _ _ — 

Mrs.  M.  W.  McCloy  &  Sons,  Morse _ 

Monroe  Bros.,  Sunray - - - 

Gordon  Taylor,  Sunray - 

Dale  Schuman,  Dumas _ 

Dale  Coleman,  Dumas _ 

Rose  C.  or  R.  C.  Porter,  Spearman _ 

Merrill  Dryden,  Sunray - 

Lyons  Bros.,  Hereford _ 

Glen  Scribner,  Sunray . . . ... 

Weatherford  Bros.,  Sunray - 

Marshall  Cator,  Sunray _ _ 

Don  Williams,  Farwell _ 

A.  R.  Bort,  Graver _ 

Gene  Cluck,  Graver - 

Joe  Schuman,  Dumas _ 

Everett  Bros.,  Stratford _ 

Fred  W.  Mercer,  Silverton - 

Velma  W.  McGraw  Estate,  Fort  Worth. 

John  Cole,  Waka _ ^ _ 

Claude  Higley,  Stinnett — _ _ 

George  Farms,  Charlene  and  G. 

George,  Perryton _ .'... . ... 

J.  H.  Burkett,  Sunrayl.. - - 

Claude  Johnson  &  Son,  Dalhart . . 

John  A.  and  Raymond  Smith,  Here¬ 
ford - - - - 

Washington: 

Glen  Miller  &  Sons,  Amber. . . . 

D.  Everett  Phillips,  Lind _ 

Leonard  and  Henry  Franz,  Lind - 

Kenneth  Smith,  Waitsburg.. . — 

George  D.  Brown  &  Sons,  Pomeroy - 

Staley  &  Boyd,  Pullman... . 

Robert  V.  Phillips,  Lind _ 

Lehn  Bros.,  Farmington. . . 

Curtis  Cattle  Co.,  Garfield _ ; _ 

Roy  Peringer,  Pullman . . . 

W.  M.  Boyd  &  Sons,  Moscow,  Idaho — 

Osborne  Belsby,  Amber - .". - 

Baumann  Farm,  Washtucna. . 

DeZellen  &  Son,  Bridgeport . 

Richard  E.  DeSpain,  Winotia . — 

Urgel  Bell,  Lacrosse . . 

Robert  J.  and  Lewis  Patton,  Waits¬ 
burg - - --- . - 

O.  H.  Woodward,  Inc.,  Dayton - 

Donovan  Farms,  Prescott - 

Ford  Gumm  &  Sons,  Tekoa — . ... 

Thomas  J.  Byers  &  Sons,  Pomeroy - 

J.  R.  Damon,  Lind _ 

Pearl  Gwinn,  Pomeroy - - - 

S.  T.  S.  Farms,  Inc.,  Prescott _ 

Ferrell  &  Luvaas,  Pomeroy - - 


Bushels 
18,900 
21, 664 
21,664 
20,854 


117, 387 
50,  797 
42,  570 
36,000 
37, 291 
31, 500 


32,760 


25, 110 
28,800 

24,  840 

23,  580 
23, 130 

24,  030 
23,  580 
21,600 
20, 430 
21, 852 
21,600 
21,600 
22, 950 
22,500 


21,  780 
20,890 
21,  330 

21. 150 
19, 440 
19,880 
19,000 

38, 760 
43,528 
32,520 

35,  342 
40,582 
35,204 
38,  561 

36,  797 
36,  297 

36,  011 
34,496 
34,  349 
31, 825 
29, 697 
29,944 
28, 661 
30,000 
26,069 
23, 242 
25,860 
25, 405 
23,871 
24,630 
24,  377 
23,471 
22,260 
21,064 

19,068 

19,  235 
19, 379 

18,000 

20,268 

18,909 

14, 447 

133, 542 
110, 500 
86,038 
63,653 
58,563 
58,500 
49, 995 
45, 180 
41,427 
43,  753 
39, 195 

39.150 

37,  710 
37,548 
41,  081 
41,  578 

36, 073 
38,535 
34,  747 
38,309 
34,766 
35, 693 
31,  626 
33, 273 
35,902 


$25,  704.  00 
25.  248.  44 
25,  248.  43 
25, 069. 17 


$7, 177. 17 


168, 397. 20 
70,  326.  89 
54,  242. 10 
52,560.09 
51,  625. 11 
4G,  076. 40 

41, 767.  20 

37, 776.  60 
37, 440.  00 

35, 272. 80 

33,  069.  60 
31,  784.  40 
31,  719.  60 
31, 131.  60 
29, 331.  00 
29,  316.  60 
29, 063. 16 
28, 728.  00 
28,  512.  00 
28,  458.  00 
28,  350.  00 

27,  952.  20 
27, 943.  80 
26,  875.  80 
26,  818.  20 
25,  660.  80 
25,  542.  00 
25,  080.  00 


1,  297.  80 


8, 199.  76 


31, 784. 40 


31, 131.  60 


1,  915.  20 
19,  483.  20 


24, 080.  60 


6,878. 10 
26, 828. 10 
21,  319.  20 
25, 660.  80 


68, 379.  05 
65,  933.  48 
55, 303.  86 
55,  231.  81 
53, 419.  06 
51, 573.  38 
50,  520.  24 
48,  755.  59 
47,  730.  99 
46,  274.  56 
46,  028.  39 
43, 451.  70 
40,  895. 13 
40,  536. 18 
39,  076.  47 
37,  633.  20 
36,  450.  00 
35, 844. 65 
35,225.77 
35,  040.  07 
34, 169.  05 
32, 455.  26 
32, 388.  45 
32, 164.  26 
30,  394.  52 
28, 826.  96 
28,  541.  76 

26, 849. 14 

26,  832. 83 
26, 453. 01 


55, 933.  48 


53,  291.  86 


210.  64 
26,  849. 14 


26, 453.  01 


50,  520.  24 
48,  755.  59 
47, 730.99 
46, 274.  56 
46,  028.  39 


8, 173. 64 
22, 386. 42 
36,  450.  00 
35,844.  65 
14, 572.  87 


32, 164.  26 


25, 740. 00 
25, 638.  38 
25,621.70 


25,740.00 


25, 302. 90 


166, 927.  50 
139,  482.  99 
106,  541. 33 
79,  249.  74 
73,  360. 03 
73, 125. 00 
63,  204. 86 
56,475.00 
50, 694.  20 
60, 683.  36 
48, 993.  76 
48,  549.  00 
48,  268. 80 
47, 871. 96 
47, 773. 02 
47, 708. 87 

46,  534. 17 
46, 492.  58 
45, 171. 10 
44, 630. 16 
44,  558. 61 
44, 071.  22 
43,  275.  89 
43,  254.  90 
42, 902.  29 


41, 927.  50 


101, 626. 13 
79,  249.  74 
13,  352.  53 
73, 125. 00 


50, 694.  20 
50,  683.  36 
48, 993.  76 
48,  549.  00 
48,  268.  80 
1,  517. 45 
47,  773.  02 
47, 708.  77 

46, 534. 17 
7,  099.  85 
45,171. 10 


19,  580.  68 
23, 140. 00 
2, 674.  62 
6,  049.  90 
42,  902.  29 


15100 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  July  15,  1966 

Table  B. —  lOO’i  crop  price-support  loans  made  of  $25,000  or  more  and  amount  repaid,  ly  producer — Continued 


State,  producer,  and  address 


wheat— continued 

Washington-- Continued 

Joe  McCown  and  Charles  E.  Neace 

Estate,  Waitsburg - - - - 

J.  L.  Williams,  Lind - - 

Fred  and  Cecil  Rommel,  Pomeroy . 

Godfrey  Meilke,  Lind - - - 

Higginbotham  Bros.,  Hartline - 

C.  C.  Wolf  &  Sons,  Pomeroy _ 

Laura  C.  Gilliland  Estates,  Lafayette, 

Ind _ 

Casey  Farms,  Inc.,  Eureka - 

Lester  Camp,  Lacrosse . — . 

Nelson  Bros.,  Watervilie - 

Lasatcr  Farms,  Inc.,  Walla  Walla - 

Dippol  Bros.,  Garfield - 

Wayne  Beale,  Pomeroy, .  - - 

John  E.  Hair,  Walla  Walla - 

'  Allen  Struthers,  Eureka - 

Ralph  Cooley,  Connell - 

The  Sheffels  Co.,  Govan - - 

John  W.  Smith,  Lancaster . . . 

Marvin  Carstens,  Espanola,- . . 

Franklin  D.  Rockwell,  Endicott - 

Jack  Clodius,  Waitsburg - - 

Rockdale  Farms,  Edwall - 

Harp  Bros.,  Farmington _ _ _ 

Heglar  Bros.,  St.  John - 

Wilbur  Morgan,  Pomeroy . . . 

Calvin  Raugust,  Farmington - 

Ed  Faure,  Jr.,  Ritzville - 

Ellsworth  Conover,  Waitsburg - 

Howard  Jorgensen,  Coulee  City - 

R.  F.  Young,  Starbuck _ 

Earl  M.  Pierson,  Colfax - 

Phillips  Farms,  Inc.,  and  Merlin 

Phillips,  Walla  Walla - - - 

E.  E.  Watkins,  Spokane - 

Bennett  Land  Co.,  Farmington - 

Dick  Edwards,  Hartline - 

Virgil  Feezell,  Mabton - 

Ferrell  &  Luvass,  Pomeroy . . 

Eugene  Valaer,  Walla  Walla. _ _ _ 

Morris  Ganguet,  Waitsburg.; - 

Yoshino  Bros.,  Quincy - 

Nick  Seivers,  Jr.,  Lind - 

Orval  Painter,  Watervilie _ 

George  H.  Ellis,  Reardan - 

Lawrence  Timm,  Harrington . 

Kenny  Foulkes,  Lind _ 

Dwelley  Jones,  Walla  Walla _ 

Elmer  Schoesler  &  Sons,  Ritzville _ 

Heitstuman  Bros.,  Clarkston _ 

Robert  Heitstuman,  Pomeroy _ 

Cornwall  Farms,  Fairfield _ 


uantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Amount 

repaid 

Bushels 
34, 433 

$41, 146.  96 

$41, 146.  96 

32,  0-40 

41,  Oil.  20 

39, 168.  00 

32,  832 

40,  453.  25 

40,  453.  25 

33,  747 

40,  267.  60 

40,  267.  60 

33, 103 

39,  629.  45 

39,  629.  45 

32,  671 

38,  214.  08 

32,  211 

38, 170.  21 

18,  206. 13 

31,297 

-  37, 970.  98 

32,  793 

37, 876.  03 

37, 876.  03 

28,  530 

36,  518.  40 

30,  004 

36,  455.  06 

36,  455.  06 

29,070 

36, 337.  50 

29,  013 

35,  787.  02 

35,  787.  62 

27.  276 

35,  458.  80 

35,  458.  80 

28,460 

35, 307.  53 

27, 000 

35, 100.  00 

4,  680.  00 

27,627 

35,  086.  66 

19, 108. 67 

28,264 

34,  543.  40 

10,  018.  40 

29, 518 

34,  403. 11 

19,  298.  47 

29,  696 

34,  382.  45 

34,  382.  45 

28,408 

34,  343.  43 

34, 343.  43 

28,997 

34, 338.  89 

29, 437 

34, 122.  45 

21,  227. 66 

28,837 

33,  594.  84 

33,  594.  84 

26,  400 

33,  528.  00 
33,300.00 

26,640 

33, 300.  00 

27,500 

33, 109.  64 

33, 109.  64 

27, 447 

33,  073.  78 

33,  073.  78 

25,  695 

32,  889.  60 

32, 889.  60 

27,486 

32, 845.  89 

32, 845.  89 

26,100 

32,  624.  98 

25,  020 

32,  526.  00 

27,  356 

32, 416.  33 

32,  410.  33 

25,  830 

32,  287.  50 

32,  287.  50 

26,  359 

32,  097.  64 

32,  097.  64 

23, 985 

31,  900.  05 

27,095 

31,  836. 12 

31, 836. 12 

24,300 

31,  590.  00 

25,829 

31,254.  73 

31,  254. 73 

23,116 

31, 109.  07 

31, 109.  07 

24,300 

31,104.  00 

31, 104.  00 

24,120 

30, 873.  60 

25, 912 

30,  657.  22 

25,760 

30,  525.  37 

24,281 

30,  296.  37 

30,  296.  37 

25, 164 

30, 159.  39 

25,354 

30, 159.  34 

25,413 

30,  028.  50 

16, 171.  20 

24,347 

30,  018.  39 

11, 604.  39 

State,  producer,  and  address 


wheat— continued 

W  ashington— Continued 

Matthew  Lyons,  Waitsburg _ 

Klicker  Bros.  &  Sons,  Walla  Walla _ 

Blacklaw  Bros.,  Eureka _ 

C.  B.  Stoneciplier,  Waitsburg . . 

J.  I.  Kupers,  Harrington _ 

Neihenke  &  Pavlik,  Colfax _ 

Erwin  Bros.,  Prescott . . . . 

Mary  Hanger,  Dayton _ _ _ 

Felgenhauer  Bros.,  Fairfield _ 

Jlofer  Bros.,  Waitsburg _ 

John  Stephenson,  Elda  Stephenson, 
and  Ella  Stephenson  Estate,  Benge.. 

Willard  C.  Hennings,  Ritzville _ 

Dave  Repp  &  Son,  St.  John _ 

Walter  A.  Zellmer,  Davenport _ 

Carl  Boyd,  Pullman _ 

Gale  O.  Gfeller,  Lind _ _ 

Frank  J.  or  Frank  Wolf,  Pomeroy _ 

Herbert  Sackmann,  Odessa _ 

Robison  Land  &  Livestock  Co.,  Walla 

Walla _ _ _ 

Chester  Powers  &  Son,  Starbuck _ 

C.  L.  Nelson  &  Sons,  Thornton _ 

Byron  G.  Dague,  Walla  Walla _ 

David  V.  Adams,  Coulee  City _ 

Roy  M .  Auvil,  Farmington _ 

Earl  T.  Sherry,  Prescott _ 

C.  C.  King  and  J.  C.  Kinzer,  Pullman.. 

WeishaarFarms,  Marlin _ 

Ray  L.  Small,  Jr.,  Lowden _ 

A.  S.  Miller  &  Son,  Colfax _ 

James  F.  Ferrel,  Walla  Walla _ 

Clarence  Strohmaicr,  Lind _ 

Paul  "Webb,  Jr.,  Walla  WTalla _ 

I.  A.  Zakarison  Estate,  Pullman _ 

Clyde  Davis,  Pullman _ 

Lowell  Baker,  Pomeroy _ 

Paul  E.  and  Glenn  D.  Hofer,  Prescott.. 

Paul  S.  Hofer,  Waitsburg _ 

Waneita  Heilman,  Los  Angeles,  Calif... 

Harris  Bros.,  Dayton _ 

Edgar  L.  Smith,  St.  John _ 

Myklebust  Bros.,  Lacrosse _ 

Fred  Mader,  Palouse _ ; _ 

Pioneer  Stock  &  Grain  Farm,  Inc.,  Col¬ 
fax _ 

Virgil  Stevens,  Wilson  Creek _ 

Norman  Hansen,  Tekoa _ _ _ 

R.  C.  Walker,  Hartline _ 

Raymond  B.  Williams,  Almira _ 

Scheelc  Bros,  and  Theodore  F.  Scheele, 
Fairfield _ 


Quantity 

pledged 

Amount 

loaned 

Amount 

repaid 

Bushels 

24, 875 

$29,  974.  38 

23,006 

29,  907.  80 

$29, 907. 80 

24,  408 

29,771.91 

24,706 

29, 675.  43 

24,  995 

29,  618.  72 

29,  618.  72 

25,360 

29,  543.  81 

29, 543.  81 

24,  384 

29, 306. 83 

29,  306.  83 

24,  258 

29,  058.  29 

29,  058.  29 

23,  400 

29, 016.  00 

23,998 

28,  917. 10 

28,  917.  10 

22,  600 

28,  800.  00 

22,  500 

28, 800.  00 

28, 800.  00 

24,850 
24,061 
22, 950 

28, 796.  07 
28, 765.  28 

28,796.  07 

28, 687. 50 

28, 687.  50 

22,  410 

28, 684.  80 

20, 866 

28, 199.  21 

4, 875.  52 

23,  702 

28,  087. 18 

28,  087. 18 

21,600 

28,  080.  00 

23, 202 

27, 726.  64 

27, 726.  64 
27,372.  75 

23,496 

27,372.75 

21, 062 
22,  071 
23,601 
22,  513 

27, 367.  60 

27, 367.  60 

27, 323. 10 
27, 259.  05 

27, 323. 10 

27 ^ 127. 89 

14,451.77 

21,600 

27,  000.  00 

27,  000.  00 

21, 175 

26,  892. 25 

22, 238 

26,  757.  66 

21, 330 

26,  662.  48 

26,  662.  48 

21,998 
20,  520 
21,833 

26, 288.  09 
26, 265.  60 
26, 212.  74 

26, 212.  74 

20, 855 

26,  068.  50 

26,  068.  50 

22, 4S8 

26, 043. 19 

26,  043. 19 

22,312 

26, 033.  78 

26,  033.  78 

i  20, 025 

26, 032.  50 

21,690 

25, 823. 19 

25, 823. 19 

20, 610 

25,  762.  50 

25,  762.  50 

22,  271 

25,  709.  73 

25, 709.  73 
25, 636. 88 

22, 237 

25, 636. 88 

22,043 

25,  443.  46 

25,  443.  46 

21,  044 

25,  366.  72 

12, 115.  52 

21,990 

25,365.38 

23, 123.  78 

21,028 

25, 339. 19 

25, 339. 19 

21,423 

25, 110.  00 

25, 110.  00 

20, 250 

25, 110.  00 

25,110.00 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  yield? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  want  to  preface  my 
remarks  by  saying  that  for  a  long,  long 
time  I  have  been  very  much  interested 
and  concerned  with  the  whole  price  sup¬ 
port  program,  in  many  instances  I  have 
taken  a  position  contrary  to  the  recom¬ 
mendations  made  by  several  previous  ad¬ 
ministrations — and  with  the  present  ad¬ 
ministration,  which  is  Democratic. 

I  should  like  to  propound  this  question 
to  my  distinguished  colleague:  Will  this 
affect  the  one-price  cotton  system  which 
we  have  today  and  which  we  hammered 
out  after  years  and  years  of  frustration? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  My  answer  to  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  is  that,  in  my  judgment,  this 
amendment  will  have  no  effect  on  the 
present  cotton  price  structure. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Why  does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  say  that?  It  is  my  understanding 
this  amendment  excludes  everyone  who 
would  get  over  $50,000.  As  I  understand 
the  situation — and  I  will  ask  for  time 
from  the  opposition  to  the  amendment, 
because  I  do  not  want  to  take  the  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Maryland,  unless  he 
will  indulge  me;  but,  if  he  does  not  wish 
to  yield  me  time,  I  wish  to  ask  time  from 
the  opposition - 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  to  yield  such  time  to  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  as  he  may  need. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  will  take  only  5 
minutes. 

I  would  like  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  to  understand  that  in  order  for 
this  Government  to  unload  its  surpluses 
in  cotton,  we  have  been  selling  and  ex¬ 
porting  cotton  to  foreign  manufac¬ 
turers  at  8  cents  a  pound  cheaper  than 
the  American  manufacturers  must  pay 
for  it.  There  is  not  a  Senator  in  the 
Chamber  who  does  not  understand  that 
there  is  a  differential  in  the  standard 
of  living  between  our  country  and  coun¬ 
tries  like  Japan,  Italy,  France,  Great 
Britain,  Hong  Kong,  and  many  others 
in  the  world,  that  are  manufacturing 
cotton  cloth,  making  shirts,  and  sending 
them  back  to  be  sold  on  the  American 
market. 

I  realize  that  to  a  certain  extent 
America  must  use  her  ingenuity,  her 
marketing  ability,  her  styling  skills,  to 
make  up  the  differential.  This  is  be¬ 
cause  the  American  millworker  makes 
from  $1.80  to  $2  an  hour,  while  the  Japa¬ 
nese  worker  may  make  35  cents  an  hour. 

In  order  to  unload  the  cotton  on  the 
world  marketplace,  we  sell  to  Japan  our 
raw  cotton  at  8  cents  cheaper  than  the 
man  manufacturing  a  shirt  in  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  must  pay  for  it. 


The  argument  is  made  that  unless  we 
do  it,  we  cannot  sell  the  raw  cotton.  If 
we  cannot  sell  the  the  raw  cotton,  we 
cannot  dispose  of  it.  In  the  process  we 
are  closing  down  mills  in  the  United 
States  of  America. 

In  the  last  10  years  we  have  expe¬ 
rienced  an  astronomical  increase  in  our 
gross  national  product.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  last  year  it  was  $675  billion.  This 
year  it  will  be  $750  billion.  In  the  last 
10  years  it  has  increased  100  percent. 

In  this  prosperous  period  we  have  shut 
down  1,000  mills  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  and  have  thrown  350,000  mill- 
workers  out  of  jobs.  Why?  Because  we 
cannot  compete  with  countries  that  are 
buying  American  raw  cotton  8  cents 
cheaper  than  the  American  people  are 
able  to  buy  it  in  America.  To  me  that 
represents  not  only  an  inequity,  but  an 
iniquity. 

In  order  to  arrive  at  a  solution  of  the 
problem,  I  suggested  to  the  late  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy  that  we  ought  to  sell  cot¬ 
ton  at  8  cents  a  pounds  cheaper  to 
Japan,  for  example,  in  order  to  unload 
our  surplus  cotton,  but  we  ought  to  add 
8  cents  a  pound  when  it  comes  back  at 
the  po.rt  of  entry.  The  administration 
said  we  could  not  do  that.  I  asked  why. 
We  were  told  that  the  minute  we  did 
that,  Japan  would  cut  back  on  her  im¬ 
ports  of  our  raw  cotton.  We  wrestled 
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with  that  problem  day  in  and  day  out, 
month  in  and  month  out. 

The  only  solution  considered  feasible 
was  to  pay  the  mill  8  cents  a  pound, 
which  was  criticized  because  it  was  al¬ 
leged  to  be  a  payoff,  or  pay  it  to  the  cot¬ 
ton  producer.  We  inaugurated  that  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  should  like  to  know  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland  is 
intended  to  take  away  the  benefit  of  8 
cents  a  pound  to  the  American  cotton 
producer  so  we  can  maintain  and  pre¬ 
serve  American  jobs. 

I  wish  to  have  a  clear,  definite  answer, 
because  I  have  been  told  by  people  who 
are  knowledgeable  in  this  field  that  the 
amendment  will  destroy  the  one  price 
cotton  system. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  in 
answer  to  my  distinguished  colleague, 
this  amendment  is  to  pay  for  yesterday’s 
laundry.  In  other  words,  the  $3.5  billion 
that  goes  for  commodity  support  prices 
in  this  bill  of  $7  billion  does  not  ap¬ 
propriate  one  single  cent  for  tomorrow 
of  the  $3.5  billion.  What  it  does  is  re¬ 
place  past  expenditures  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  money  that 
has  already  been  spent,  and  it  does  not 
in  any  way,  in  my  judgment,  affect  the 
issue  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  ad¬ 
dresses  himself  to. 

I  know  he,  like  myself,  time  and  again 
in  the  past  has  supported  the  consumer 
position  in  the  argument  over  agricul¬ 
tural  support  prices. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Indeed,  I  have,  and 
I  am  interested  in  American  jobs.  One 
cannot  buy  anything  unless  he  has 
money  to  buy  it  with.  That  is  the  rea¬ 
son  why  we  are  running  around  in 
circles. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  There  comes  a  time 
to  reevaluate  our  position  on  our  agri¬ 
cultural  policy.  I  have  already  placed 
in  the  Record  a  list  of  the  many  hun¬ 
dreds  of  people  that  have  accumulated 
in  excess  of  $25,000  per  year  per  crop 
from  the  U.S.  Government. 

Let  me  give  some  examples. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  so  that 
we  may  get  an  answer  to  the  question  of 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island?  The 
question  involves  what  the  farmer  shall 
get  for  his  product. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  am  willing  to 
yield,  but  on  the  Senator’s  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  want  to  get  the  time  period  con¬ 
fused.  I  yielded  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island;  has  he  con¬ 
cluded?  ~ 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  think  I  used  four 
and  a  half  minutes.  Did  I  not,  Mr. 
President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  used  5  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
more  time  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island,  if  he  desires  it. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  No. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  such  time  as 
he  may  need  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  who 
has  the  floor? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Maryland  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  I 
said  I  was  happy  to  yield,  but  on  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  time. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  how  much 
money  is  appropriated  in  this  bill  to 
finance  the  program  described  by  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pastore]  a  moment  ago,  that  is,  the  re¬ 
compensing  of  the  cotton  processors? 
How  much  is  involved? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  whose 
time  are  we  operating  on  now? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  is  Senator  Brew¬ 
ster’s  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Maryland  yielded  to  the 
Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  is  no  specific 
sum  appropriated  for  that  purpose.  The 
sum  appropriated  is  to  reimburse  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  losses 
incurred  in  1964  and  1965,  in  carrying 
out  the  various  commodity  programs 
financed  by  the  Corporation  revolving 
fund. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  No,  my  question  is, 
what  is  the  estimated  cost  of  the  subsidy 
to  the  processors  of  cotton  goods? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  cannot  state  that. 
I  can  state  that  the  loans  made  in  calen¬ 
dar  1965  to  the  cotton  producers  were 
$168,952,778.  The  Senator  will  find  that 
on  page  59  of  our  report. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  does  not  answer 
my  question. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  cannot  answer  the 
question,  if  I  may  say,  Mr.  President, 
because  this  question  was  not  involved 
in  the  hearings  of  the  committee  and  is 
not  involved  in  this  particular  bill. 
Therefore,  I  am  unable  to  answer  the 
Senator’s  question. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  further? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  previous  discus¬ 
sions  on  this  subject,  statements  have 
been  made  in  the  Senate  that  the  sub¬ 
sidization  of  the  processors  of  cotton 
amounted  to  about  $350  million  to  $400 
million  a  year.  How  close  is  that  to  be¬ 
ing  correct? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  We  do  not  deal  with 
that  particular  subject  under  this  bill. 
As  I  have  tried  to  explain  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend,  this  bill  has  no  rela¬ 
tion  at  all  to  the  provisions  of  the  farm 
legislation  enacted  last  year.  This  bill 
reimburses  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  for  previous  year’s  losses  under 
the  previous  legislation,  and  restores  it 
to  a  sound  fiscal  condition  to  continue 
its  operations.  But  we  do  not  compute 
for  each  commodity,  in  preparing  this 
bill,  what  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  is  limited  to  spending  for  that  par¬ 
ticular  commodity  in  the  next  year.  It 
is  not  done  that  way. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Where  is  the  provi¬ 
sion  dealing  with  the  subsidies  to  the 
processors  of  cotton? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  was  in  the  pre¬ 


vious  legislation  and  was  amended  by 
the  legislative  act  passed  in  1965. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  the  authorization 
act? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes,  the  legislative 
act. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  How  much  are  we  ex¬ 
pending  to  subsidize  the  processors? 
Can  no  one  connected  with  this  subject 
give  an  anwser? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  unable  to  an¬ 
swer  it.  Maybe  someone  else  is  able  to 
tell  us. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  On 
page  58  of  the  committee  report,  there 
is  a  table  showing  all  of  these  payments. 
On  cotton  for  calendar  1965,  the  esti¬ 
mated  number  of  payments  was  509,000 
totaling  $69,551,000. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  still  does  not 
answer  the  question.  It  tells  the  cost  of 
the  cotton  program,  but  it  does  not  tell 
the  cost  of  subsidizing  the  processors  of 
cotton  goods. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
Pi’esident,  will  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  yield  further? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  yield? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  No,  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  continue  my  presentation. 
I  am  somewhat  surprised,  though,  that 
the  proponents  of  this  appropriation 
measure  are  not  quite  sure  where  all  this 
$7  billion  is  going. 

My  proposition  is  very  simple :  No  one 
person  should  get  more  than  $50,000. 
That  seems  to  me  to  be  eminently  fair. 

Let  me  give  some  examples.  I  put  in 
the  Record,  the  record  for  1964.  I  have 
pulled  out  of  that  some  seven  or  eight 
people  who  really  got  a  windfall  at  the 
expense  of  the  taxpayers. 

Jack  Robison  &  Sons,  Arizona,  a 
sorghum  producer,  received  a  loan  of 
$98,000  which  he  never  repaid. 

Perry,  Texas,  sorghum,  $135,000. 

Kehi  Plantation,  Arkansas,  rice,  $81,- 
000,  never  repaid. 

Tulana  Farms,  Oregon,  oats,  $140,000. 
Straight  out  of  the  taxpayers’  pockets. 

Mills  Bros.,  Mississippi,  rice,  $85,000. 

Now  listen  to  this  one :  Arkansas  Grain 
Corp.,  soybeans,  $6  million. 

Wallace,  California,  wheat,  $83,000. 

Stanley,  South  Dakota,  wheat,  $167,- 
000. 

Phillips,  Washington,  wheat,  $139,000. 

In  fact,  some  of  the  loans  advanced 
were  in  amounts  such  as  this:  $3.7  mil¬ 
lion  to  Producers  Rice  Mill,  Inc.,  in  Ar¬ 
kansas.  And  the  Arkansas  Grain  Corp. 
was  loaned  a  staggering  $16.4  mil¬ 
lion  in  1964,  of  which  they  repaid  a  por¬ 
tion,  but  the  tapayers  paid  $6  million. 

I  ask  the  Senate,  what  sense  does  this 
make?  What  sense  does  it  make  to  the 
housewife,  to  subsidize  large  corporate 
operations  to  this  extent? 

I  argue  that  it  results  in  higher  prices 
for  the  consumer,  higher  taxes  for  the 
taxpayers  of  the  country,  and  serves  no 
useful  purpose. 

The  original  purpose  of  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  was  to  save  the  family  farmer.  I 
am  fully  prepared  to  do  that.  But  I  am 
not  prepared  to  subsidize,  at  great  cost, 
the  big  producer.  I  do  not  see  that  this 
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is  in  accordance  with  the  original  philos¬ 
ophy  of  the  measure  that  was  passed. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  support  this  amendment,  but 
I  think  we  should  clear  up  some  of  the 
points  that  have  been  raised  here. 

First,  the  Senator  from  Ohio  asked 
the  question  as  to  what  effect  this  would 
have  on  the  subsidy  that  is  being  paid  to 
the  textile  mills  today. 

The  subsidy  is  not  being  paid  to  the 
textile  mills  now.  A  subsidy  was  paid 
under  a  previous  law,  but  it  is  not  af¬ 
fected  by  this  amendment  as  of  today. 
In  previous  years  the  subsidy  was  paid 
direct  to  the  mills  and  amounted  to,  I 
think  it  was  about  8  or  9  cents  per 
pound.  Then  later  the  law  was  amended 
to  provide  that  we  sell  to  the  American 
mills  at  the  world  price,  and  in  order  to 
do  that  the  subsidy  is  now  paid  to  the 
farmer.  That  subsidy  amounts  roughly 
to  about  9  cents  per  pound,  which  means 
about  $45  a  bale,  and  if  Senators  wish  to 
get  what  the  cost  of  that  is  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  they  can  multiply  that  figure  by 
the  number  of  pounds  used  domestically. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  While  the  Senator  is 
figuring  up  the  amount,  I  wonder  if  there 
is  not  an  error  in  the  calculations  made 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land,  and  whether,  when  he  talks  about 
the  astronomical  losess,  he  is  not  some¬ 
what  inaccurate,  inasmuch  as,  when  a 
large  producer  or  a  small  producer  gets  a 
loan  from  the  Government,  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  in  turn,  receives  either  the  grain 
or  commodity  or  the  money;  so  there 
would  not  be  a  loss  as  large  as  the  one 
speculatively  suggested  by  the  Senator 
from  Maryland. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  There 
is  a  loss,  but  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
was  pointing  out  in  his  report  the 
amount  of  loans  made  to  these  individual 
units  under  the  price-support  program. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Precisely.  And  the 
Government  then  gets  either  the  grain 
or  the  money. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct,  and  the  loss  sustained  is  on  the 
sale  of  this  commodity  in  the  open 
market. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  who 
has  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Maryland  has  yielded  to 
the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But 
there  is  a  loss  sustained  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  after  obtaining  the  grain,  has  to 
sell  it  at  a  loss;  and  it  is  that  loss  we 
are  reimbursing  in  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  appropriations  here  this 
year,  which  amounts  to  $2  or  $3  billion 
a  year.  Technically,  that  is  the  way  we 
approach  it. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  would 
be  appropriate,  however,  that  this 
amendment  be  adopted.  It  has  been 
close  to  adoption  before,  and  I  am  very 
much  in  favor  of  it. 

There  is  no  reason  in  my  mind  why 
they  should  use  taxpayers’  money  to  sup¬ 


port  these  multimillion-dollar  operations 
of  the  corporate  type  of  farms.  It  in¬ 
volves  less  than  2  percent  of  our  farmers. 

I  have  nothing  against  bigness  in  Amer- 
cia  if  it  is  not  done  with  Government 
money.  From  the  standpoint  of  pro¬ 
tecting  the  taxpayers,  consumers,  or 
farmers,  I  do  not  think  it  should  be  the 
policy  of  our  Government  to  promote  a 
farm  program  for  crops  and  subsidize 
it  for  the  large  corporate  farmers  to  the 
extent  that  they  can  take  over  and  gob¬ 
ble  up  the  small  farmers  with  taxpayers’ 
money. 

That  is  exactly  what  is  happening  in 
America.  I  do  not  think  this  should  be 
done  with  Government  money.  That  is 
the  reason  that  I  am  strongly  in  support 
of  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  which  would  put  a  limit  of 
$50,000  upon  the  amount  which  any  one 
individual  could  get  from  the  Federal 
Government. 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  raised 
the  question  concerning  whether  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  would  affect 
or  nullify  the  two-price  system;  in  my 
opinion,  it  would  not.  In  all  fairness, 
however,  I  should  say  that  if  we  are  suc¬ 
cessful  in  having  this  amendment  agreed 
to,  I  am  reasonably  confident  that  it 
would  have  an  effect  on  the  program  as 
administered.  Those  supporting  the 
present  program  would  see  a  revision. 
No  doubt  they  would  try  to  go  back  to 
the  two-price  system.  That  is  the  reason 
the  textile  mills  are  fearful.  The  amend¬ 
ment  in  itself,.  if  agreed  to,  would  not 
bring  back  the  two-price  system.  I 
think  we  should  look  at  this  realistically. 

I  realize  the  concern  of  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island.  However,  at  the 
same  time  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  is  correct  in  his  analysis.  We 
would  not  automatically  go  over  to  the 
two-price  system.  It  might  lead  to  it, 
but  this  in  itself  would  not. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  any  justice  in  what  I  have  said, 
and  if  there  is  any  justice  in  the  program 
itself,  rather  than  laboring  under 
promises  to  be  made  here  and  possibly 
never  kept  in  the  future,  why  would  it 
not  be  better  to  modify  the  amendment 
now  and  obviate  any  injustice  that  might 
be  done?  Why  should  we  repose  our 
faith  in  assurances  given  on  the  floor, 
assurances  which  are  so  uncertain? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  do  not 
say  that. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  said  it 
might  not  lead  to  it  or  it  might.  We 
cannot  keep  jobs  in  existence  with  terms 
such  as  “might”  or  “might  not.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  was 
trying  to  get  the  question  straight.  I  was 
trying  to  be  fair  with  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island.  Let  it  be  clear  that  if  an 
effort  were  made  to  go  back  to  subsidiz¬ 
ing  the  mills  I  would  oppose  it.  I  do  not 
think  we  should  be  subsidizing  the  textile 
mills  either  directly  or  indirectly  as  is 
now  being  done. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  mills  do  not  want  it.  They 
were  absolutely  against  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  They  do 


not  want  the  subsidy  in  their  own  name, 
but  let  us  be  realistic.  They  are  getting 
a  subsidy  today,  only  it  is  being  paid  in 
the  name  of  the  farmer.  It  is  the  same 
amount. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  However,  if  we  stop  selling  it 
abroad  cheaper  than  it  is  sold  for  in 
America,  the  American  mills  would  have 
no  complaint. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  they 
would  stop  paying  artificial  support  prices 
to  produce  more  in  America  we  would 
not  have  this  problem. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Provided,  they  do  not 
sell  it  cheaper  abroad. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Maryland  has  2  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
serve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  who  has  charge  of  the  time  on 
the  bill? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
charge  of  the  time  for  those  who  support 
the  committee  bill.  I  cannot  yield  to  the 
Senator  in  view  of  the  position  he  is 
taking. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  who  has  charge  of  the  time  for 
the  opposition? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  act¬ 
ing  minority  leader  has  charge  of  the 
time  for  the  opposition. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
get  clear  one  statement  that  the  Senator 
made.  I  am  one  of  those  who  look  with 
great  concern  on  the  growing  tendency  to 
.have  corporate  farming  in  this  country. 
I  do  not  think  it  is  wholesome.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  good.  I  do  not  think  it  is  in 
the  public  interest  to  have  our  little  fam¬ 
ily  farms  constantly  merged  into  corpo¬ 
rate  farming  operations. 

I  want  to  get  it  clear  in  the  Record.  In 
the  opinion  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  who  has  studied  this  issue  very 
carefully,  would  the  continuation  of 
these  large  payments  beyond  the  $50,000 
amount  incorporated  in  the  bill  go  to  the 
level  of  encouraging  new  corporation 
operations  as  against  family  operated 
farms? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Li  my 
opinion,  it  would  not  only  encourage  it, 
but  would  subsidize  such  expansion  at 
the  expense  of  the  American  taxpayers. 
That  is  the  reason  why  I  think  the  time 
is  long  overdue  when  we  should  put  a 
limit  on  the  amount  that  can  be  paid  to 
any  one  operator. 

I  have  no  objection  to  a  man  having  all 
the  acreage  that  he  can  afford  to  buy  and 
pay  for.  There  is  nothing  in  here  to  con¬ 
trol  that,  and  I  would  object  to  any  legis¬ 
lation  which  would  restrict  the  amount 
of  land  that  any  one  farmer  could  plant 
or  control  provided  he  uses  his  own 
money. 
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I  do  think  there  should  be  a  limit  as  to 
the  amount  that  he  could  expect  to  re¬ 
ceive  under  the  price-support  program 
from  the  Federal  Government  and  a 
limit  to  his  subsidy  payments. 

When  the  amount  exceeds  the  $50,000 
limitation  he  should  certainly  use  his  own 
money  and  take  his  own  loss  or  gain.  If 
he  cannot  do  that  he  should  get  out 
of  the  business,  and  the  small  fanners 
can  take  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator’s  2  minutes  have  expired. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  2  minutes  for  a  clari¬ 
fication  of  the  Senator’s  amendment? 
Sugar  was  exempted  last  year,  and  I 
would  like  to  propose  a  clarification  to 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Maryland  last 
year  accepted  an  amendment  which  ex¬ 
empted  the  sugar  compliance  payment. 
I  ask  if  the  Senator  will  accept  this  modi¬ 
fication  to  his  amendment: 

On  next  to  the  last  line  I  would  strike 
out  the  words  “under  title  3  of  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended,”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “of  sugar,  as  defined  in  sec¬ 
tion  101  (k)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  under  title  3  of  such  Act.” 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  I 
modify  my  amendment  accordingly. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  so  modified. 

Who  yields  time? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President  the  time  is  long  overdue  for 
a  study  and  reappraisal  of  the  various 
subsidy  payment  programs.  Perhaps 
the  most  lush  of  all  subsidy  payments  is 
that  made  to  the  merchant  marine,  with 
which  the  Senator  from  Maryland  is  so 
familiar. 

Under  the  Public  Law  480  program  ap¬ 
propriations  contained  in  the  pending 
bill,  there  are  large  amounts  for  sub¬ 
sidies  to  pay  freight  rates  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  merchant  marine  over  and  above  the 
cost  for  which  we  could  ship  grain  to 
foreign  countries  under  foreign  flags. 
This  is  all  right,  but  the  Senator  should 
recognize  that  over  the  years,  under  the 
Public  Law  480  program,  the  merchant 
marine  has  been  subsidized  to  the  extent 
of  $1,187  million.  This  amount  was  paid 
them  for  handling  Public  Law  480  com¬ 
modities  to  needy  foreign  nations. 

I  suggest  that  this  should  be  a  subject 
of  concern  by  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land. 

The  Senator  has  also  indicated  a  loss 
of  some  $6  million  on  a  single  loan  on 
soybeans.  This  is  not  correct.  Soybean 
prices  have  been  constantly  above  the 
price-support  level.  There  has  been  a 
shortage  of  supply. 

Mr.  President,  if  this  provision  were 
to  provide  only  for  payments  to  farmers 
and  not  loans,  I  would  support  it.  How¬ 
ever,  loans  to  farmers  to  make  possible 
more  orderly  marketing  are  just  as  much 
in  the  interest  of  the  small  fanners  as 


they  are  in  the  interest  of  the  big 
farmers. 

A  high  percentage  of  these  loans,  par¬ 
ticularly  on  wheat  and  many  other  crops 
are  repaid.  Why  should  we  want  to  dis¬ 
rupted  orderly  marketing  by  placing  a 
limit  on  the  amount  of  loans  that  could 
be  made  to  any  one  farmer? 

Mr.  President,  I  am  amazed  that  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  would  state  that 
the  cost  of  these  subsidies  to  farmers  is 
about  $7  billion.  Under  the  bill  that  is 
being  considered  today,  about  $1.6  bil¬ 
lion  is  to  repay  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  the  Public  Law  480  pro¬ 
gram,  the  best  foreign  aid  program  we 
have.  Yet,  this  is  charged  to  the  farmer. 

The  special  milk  program,  from  which 
the  dairy  fanners  of  Maryland  derive 
great  benefit,  is  under  this  bill,  too.  Also 
included  are  all  the  loans  made  through 
REA  and  RTA  and  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  which  have  a  repayment 
record  of  almost  100  percent  yet  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  considers  these 
as  subsidies  to  farmers. 

We  should  have  a  better  understand¬ 
ing  of  what  this  bill  is  about. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  myself. 

Mr.  President,  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  strikes  at  the  heart  of  the  price 
support  and  the  cropland  diversion  pro¬ 
grams  now  underway  under  existing 
law.  The  bitter  truth  about  this  matter 
is  that  the  proposed  amendment  has  a 
much  broader  ob j  ective.  Before  proceed¬ 
ing  further  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2  min¬ 
utes  on  the  bill  to  the  Senator  from 
Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  wish 
to  reply  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
pointed  out  that  under  this  agriculture 
bill  many  items  are  charged  to  the 
American  farmer  which  in  reality  should 
be  charged  to  other  departments.  As 
one  who  has  criticized  our  present  farm 
program  and  as  a  strong  supporter  of 
the  proposed  amendment  I  wish  to  say 
that  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  is 
correct  in  his  analysis.  As  he  has  just 
said  and  as  I  have  said  many  times,  many 
items  here  need  clarification  as  to  what 
this  farm  program  is  costing  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  farmers.  I  say  that  as 
one  of  the  critics  of  the  program  and  as 
one  of  the  supporters  of  the  proposed 
amendment. 

As  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
has  pointed  out,  Public  Law  480  should 
be  charged  to  the  foreign  aid  program. 
The  school  lunch  program  should  cer¬ 
tainly  not  be  charged  to  the  American 
farmers.  In  many  instances  such  as 
these  I  believe  it  would  be  better  for  the 
country  and  the  Senate  if  the  bills  were 
broken  down  so  that  when  we  criticize 
one  of  these  programs — and  I  say  this 
as  one  of  the  critics  of  this  program — 
we  would  at  least  be  specific  on  what  the 
program  itself  is  costing  in  each  instance. 

I  believe  it  is  too  expensive  a  program, 
and  I  would  like  to  see  the  amendment 
adopted  and  a  limitation  placed  on  pay¬ 
ments;  but  we  want  our  arguments  to  be 
fair. 

I  appreciate  the  generosity  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  in  yielding  to  me  in 


order  that  I  might  concur  in  what  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  has  said. 
The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  and  I 
have  discussed  this  point  many  times. 
In  fact,  we  have  spoken  of  getting  to¬ 
gether  and  attempting  to  get  a  true 
analysis  of  what  the  farm  program,  the 
maritime  program,  and  many  of  these 
subsidy  programs  are  actually  costing  the 
American  taxpayers.  Unfortunately  they 
are  included  in  different  appropriation 
bills,  and  the  different  categories  are 
mixed  together  so  that  very  few  people 
know  what  each  program  is  costing. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  for  pointing  that  out;  in  all  fairness 
to  the  American  farmers  that  should 
have  been  pointed  out. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  would 
like  to  add  that  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  has,  for  a  long  while,  been  seeking 
to  accomplish  this  and  to  obtain  a  better 
system  of  budgeting. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
proposed  amendment,  while  it  is  well 
intended  and  is  made  by  honest  men 
who  want  to  impose  reasonable  limita¬ 
tions  on  the  price  support  program,  would 
be  a  very  serious  and  vital  blow  to  the 
whole  price  support  structure,  the  whole 
program  loan  structure,  and  the  whole 
cropland  diversion  structure  under  exist¬ 
ing  law. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche] 
called  attention  to  the  fact  that  not  all 
of  the  facts  that  he  desired  were  avail¬ 
able  in  the  report  of  this  committee  and 
in  the  record  That  is  the  truth,  Mr. 
President,  because  this  committee  was 
endeavoring  to  do  its  duty,  to  bring  out 
a  bill  to  supply  the  cost  of  operation  of 
the  Agriculture  Department  and  its  re¬ 
lated  agencies  under  existing  law  for 
fiscal  1967.  This  bill  is  not  rewriting  the 
law  that  is  on  the  books.  This  bill  is  not 
a  legislative  bill,  but  is  an  appropriation 
bill,  and  provides  for  the  restoration  of 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation’s 
capital  losses  incurred  for  fiscal  year 
1964  and  1965. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  cannot  yield  at  this 
time.  I  have  limited  time.  I  shall  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Ohio  later. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  is  an  appro¬ 
priations  bill.  It  has  been  carefully 
drawn.  More  than  2,000  pages  of  hear¬ 
ings  are  on  the  desk  of  every  Senator. 
In  the  report  are  69  pages  showing  every 
conceivable  item  that  might  have  been 
desired,  but  not  showing  some  of  the 
things  requested  by  the  Senator  from 
Ohio,  because  they  do  not  pertain  to 
the  subject  matter  of  this  particular  bill. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Well,  it  is  in  the  re¬ 
port. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
proposed  amendment  would  very  se¬ 
riously  hurt  the  operation  of  the  cot¬ 
ton  program,  which  was  mentioned  by 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island,  the 
wheat  program,  which  is  of  great  im¬ 
portance  to  the  wheat  producing  indus¬ 
try — particularly  the  States  of  North 
Dakota  and  Kansas — and  to  the  feed 
grain  producing  industry.  The  proposed 
amendment  would  be  of  very  great  and 
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devastating  importance  to  all  of  them, 
because  it  covers  not  just  payments  but 
also  loans,  even  though  many  of  those 
loans  are  repaid — every  cent — with  in¬ 
terest.  Nevertheless,  loans  are  also  lim¬ 
ited  by  the  terms  of  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  nobody  can  tell  how 


many  producers  will  be  affected  by  that, 
because  that  was  not  one  of  the  perti¬ 
nent  facts  before  the  committee.  We 
can  tell,  however,  from  looking  at  the 
report  of  this  committee,  how  big  this 
subject  matter  is. 

For  instance,  on  page  58  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  is  a  listing  of  the  num- 
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ber  and  amount  of  payments  for  cal¬ 
endar  year  1965.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  that  tabulation  be  included 
in  the  Record  at  this  time  as  part  of  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabula¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Number  and  amount  of  payments,  calendar  year  1965 


Program 

All  payments 

Payments  below  $5,000 

Payments  $5,000  to  $24,999 

Payments  $25,000  to  $49,999 

Payments  $5 

0,000  and  over 

Estimated 

number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Emergency  conservation  measures - 

Conservation  reserve - 

Cropland  conversion - 

Feed  grain  diversion - 

Feed  grain  price  support - 

Wheat  diversion - 

Wheat  certificates - 

Cotton  price  support . - . - 

Sugar - - 

Wool-mohair _ 

30,700 
163, 000 
5,800 
1, 893, 800 
1, 387, 000 
1,047,500. 
942, 000 
509, 000 
75, 000 
263, 000 

$11,968,000 
152, 932, 000 
7,  512, 000 
956,  340,  000 
434,  866, 000 
37.  823, 000 
487,  234,  000 
69,551,000 
77,195,  000 
17,  926, 000 

30, 696 
162, 664 
5,575 
1,  885, 145 
1,  385,  445 
1, 047,  361 
934,  259 
508,  485 
72,  370 
262,  747 

$11, 945, 774 
151,  251,  200 
5,  846,  913 
882,410,  712 
422, 304, 877 
36,  772,  818 
423,  859,  871 
64,165,  765 
32,  729,  445 
15,  8S6, 181 

4 

336 

225 

8,509 

1,538 

139 

7,652 

487 

2,438 

250 

$22, 226 
1,  680, 800 
1,  665,  087 
66,  854,  504 
11,  402,  966 
1,050,182 
60,  211,153 
4, 329,  286 
23, 099,  688 
1,  963,  781 

113 
10 

80 

23 

114 

3 

$3, 734,  749 
343,  671 

2,  456, 421 
734, 260 
3,731,162 
76, 038 

33 

7 

9 

5 

78 

$3,340,005 
814,  486 

706,  555 
321,689 
17,  634,  805 

Total,  all  program  payments... 

6, 316, 800 

2, 253, 347, 000 

6,  294,  747 

2, 047, 173,  556 

21,  578 

172,279,  573 

343 

11,076,331 

132 

22,  817,  540 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  From  that  report 
alone,  it  appears  that  in  the  feed  grain 
diversion  program  the  amount  of  all  pay¬ 
ments  for  that  year  was  $956,340,000. 
Those  diversion  payments  were  made  be¬ 
cause  Congress  had  determined,  in  its 
judgment,  that  this  was  the  best  way  to 
approach  the  problems  which  were  fac¬ 
ing  agriculture.  The  amount  of  feed 
grain  price  support  paid  in  that  year  was 
$434,866,000. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Under  the  item  of 
wheat  diversion,  $37,823,000  was  paid  for 
the  year  1965,  and  $487,234,000  was  ex¬ 
pended  for  wheat  certificates  during  the 
same  year. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will 
the  Senator  yield  additional  time? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  additional  minutes  at  this  time. 

Under  the  item  of  cotton  price  sup¬ 


port,  the  figure  shown  is  $69,551,000,  in 
that  particular  compilation. 

If  we  go  to  the  next  page  in  the  report 
of  the  committee,  on  page  59,  we  see  a 
tabulation  of  the  number  and  amount  of 
loans  for  calendar  year  1965.  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  that  tabulation  ap¬ 
pear  in  the  Record  at  this  time,  as  part 
of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabula¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 


Number  and  amount  of  loans,  calendar  year  1965 


Commodity 


Corn _ 

Grain  sorghums _ 

Wheat _ 

Barley _ 

Oats _ 

Bye. . — . - . . 

Flaxseed _ 

Cotton,  form  A  and  G  loans.. 

Soybeans _ 

Peanuts _ 

Rice _ _ _ 

Honey _ 

Tung  oil _ 

Beans,  dry  edible _ 

Naval  stores _ *— 

Tobacco _ 

Dryer  equipment _ 


Total,  commodity  loans. 


All  loans 


Estimated 

number 


73, 685 
22,869 
78,  830 
6,436 
16,  025 
5,  554 
15, 922 
« 

62, 152 
2  26 
1, 109 
630 
883 
1,385 
21 
>  15 
1,406 


Amount 


$217, 972,  425 
93,  416, 117 
223,  585,  023 
12, 876, 952 
22, 938,  520 
6,  365,  210 
24,  798, 137 
886, 697, 959 
172, 101,  052 
55, 873,  948 
48, 630, 141 
2, 095, 960 
5,  506,  482 
4,  683,  377 
9, 193,  051 
101,  018,  714 
2, 508,  019 


1, 890, 161,  087 


Loans  below  $5,000 


Number 


65, 183 
17, 781 
68,425 
6,079 
15,  522 
5,  478 
15, 170 


56, 991 


410 
419 
814 
1, 139 


1,405 


Amount 


$139,  020, 206 
24, 081, 393 
118,  905,  259 
8,  521,  245 
17,  995,  469 
5,  799, 157 
19,  261,  663 
229,  784,  421 
86, 115, 109 
27,  746,  539 
985, 421 
590,  421 
3,  659,  751 
2,  402,  623 
3, 186,  564 
98, 586, 236 
2,  502,  591 


789, 144,  068 


Loans  $5,000  to  $24,999 


Number  Amount 


8, 274 
4,533 
9,991 
344 
494 
76 
750 


4,979 


395 

99 

61 

242 


$70, 245, 352 
47,  616,  405 
88,  926,  659 

2,  892,  910 

3,  992,  460 
566,  053 

5,  483,  666 
349, 615, 237 

39, 863,  738 
23,193,761 

6,  475,  823 
1, 047,  427 

545, 501 
2,  023,  449 
2, 900,  269 
2,  335, 611 
5,428 


646,  729,  739 


Loans  $25,000  to  $49,999 


Number  Amount 


194 

462 

361 

7 

6 


133 


204 

10 

11 

3 


$6,  230, 723 
15,  310,  698 
11,  774,  308 
244, 824 
176,  435 


62, 818 
138,  345,  523 
4,584,588 
3, 861,408 
7, 167, 131 
322,024 
349,  484 
103,  531 
1,178,821 
30, 199 


189,  732, 515 


Loans  $50,000  and  over 


Number  Amount 


34 

93 

53 

6 

3 


49 


100 

2 

7 

1 


$2,  476, 144 
6,  407,  621 
3, 978,  797 
1, 217, 973 
774, 156 


168, 952,  778 
41,  537,  617 
1,  072,  240 
35, 001,  766 
136,  088 
951,  746 
53, 774 
1, 927, 397 
66,668 


264,  554,  765 


1  Comparable  number  data  not  available  because  CCC  makes  loans  to  cooperative 
associations  (form  G)  as  well  as  loans  to  individual  producers^  (form  A)  and  the  data 
on  advances  by  cooperatives  to  individual  producers  is  not  available.  Amounts  shown 


represent  total  form  G  loans  to  cooperatives  and  form  A  loans  to  individual  classified 
by  size. 

2  Represents  number  of  loans  to  cooperative  associations,  not  individual  producers. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Without  attempting 
to  quote  all  of  the  loan  figures — and  they 
apply  to  all  the  commodities  separate¬ 
ly — I  shall  mention  some  figures  briefly. 

As  to  wheat,  the  total  loan  figure  was 
$223,585,023.  As  to  cotton,  the  total  loan 
figure  was  $886,697,959. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  asked  to  take  a 
blind  approach — the  case  of  the  blind 
leading  the  blind — in  which  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  ban  loans  of  over  $50,000,  re¬ 
gardless  of  whether  they  were  repaid. 
Many  of  them,  of  course,  were  repaid. 
We  are  asked  to  ban  them  in  all  three 
of  these  commodity  fields  which  I  have 
mentioned,  and  in  other  fields  which 


I  will  not  mention  because  they  do  not 
happen  to  be  that  important. 

The  fact  is  that  we  are  asked  to  take 
this  leap  into  the  dark,  to  outlaw  the 
making  of  loans  and  the  making  of 
payments  over  $50,000  to  every  individ¬ 
ual  or  corporation  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  As  a 
member  of  the  Senate  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  Florida  knows 
well  that  under  the  present  cotton  pro¬ 
gram  as  well  as  the  wheat  program,  the 


wheat  certificate  payments  and  the  pay¬ 
ments  to  the  cotton  farmers  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  a  part  of  the  price  the  fann¬ 
er  gets  for  his  wheat  or  cotton.  The 
loan  price  was  greatly  reduced  so  as  to 
better  compete  with  foreign  countries 
and  to  provide  cheaper  materials  here 
at  home. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  so 
right,  they  are  not  only  supposed  to  be, 
but  they  are  a  very  important  part  of 
the  price  the  producer  gets  for  his  labor 
and  the  use  of  his  land. 

Mr.  President,  since  the  law  changed, 
effective  in  1965,  I  call  attention  to 
the  tabulation  on  page  293  of  the  record 
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of  hearings  for  two  purposes:  First,  to 
show  that  the  cotton  equalization  pay¬ 
ments  of  fiscal  year  1965  under  the 
previous  legislation  were  $409,604,844. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  this  time? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio  as  soon 
as  I  finish  this  statement. 

I  call  attention  to  that  because  those 
equalization  payments  made  separately 
to  the  processors  in  that  year.  They 
were  made  as  a  part  of  the  price  support 
system  in  effect  under  that  legislation, 
and  for  which  the  costs  are  reimbursed 
in  this  bill. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Lausche]. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  wish  to  point  out 
that  the  information  which  I  sought  ear¬ 
lier  and  could  not  get  is  now  clearly  pro¬ 
vided  by  a  reading  of  what  is  contained 
on  page  293  of  the  hearings.  That  is,  the 
cotton  program  helping  producers,  or 
whomever  it  was  said  it  helps,  the  cotton 
grower,  cost  $409  million  in  1965.  We  are 
seeking  to  reimburse  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  for  that  cost. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect  in  one  part  and  incorrect  in  an¬ 
other  part.  \ 

In  fiscal  1965  that  was  the  amount  paid 
to  the  cotton  processors;  but  that 
amount  would  not  necessarily  be  paid  to 
them  in  fiscal  1966,  or  1967.  The  sit¬ 
uation  is  entirely  different  under  exist¬ 
ing  law  enacted  last  year.  This  change 
in  payments  procedures  is  not  due  to  the 
action  of  the  committee,  but  rather  to 
the  action  of  the  Congress  in  passing 
legislation  which  deals  with  this  subject 
matter  differently. 

I  plead  with  my  learned  friend  that 
he  not  tamper  with  existing  law  in  an 
appropriations  bill  without  knowing  what 
the  outcome  will  be,  and  no  man  here 
can  determine  what  the  result  would  be 
by  the  application  of  this  $50,000  limita¬ 
tion  on  all  loans  and  payments. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  a  half  minute  to  me? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  one-half  min¬ 
ute  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  knows  that  I  was 
vigorously  opposed  to  subsidizing  proces¬ 
sors  of  cotton.  I  am  glad  to  know  that 
the  Senator  from  Florida  opposed  that 
initial  measure. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect,  and  that  points  up  the  fact  that  the 
Senator  from  Florida  is  not  trying  to 
write  legislation  on  an  appropriations 
measure,  as  this  amendment  proposes  to 
do.  The  Senator  from  Florida  is  trying 
to  carry  out  his  duty  as  a  member  of  the 
committee  to  help  carry  out  the  laws 
which  are  on  the  books,  because  we  put 
them  there,  even  though  the  Senator 
from  Florida  did  not  vote  for  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  10 
minutes  of  the  Senator  have  expired. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  5  minutes. 

From  this  tabulation  on  page  293  there 
appears  another  figure  which  I  mention 
because  it  appears  in  the  total  payments 
for  fiscal  1965,  although  it  was  in  a  dif¬ 
ferent  category  last  year.  The  payment 
on  wheat  certificates  was  $106,652,864. 
I  call  attention  to  that  fact  because  the 


Congress,  in  its  wisdom,  placed  this  in  a 
different  category  last  year  in  the  legisla¬ 
tion  approved  for  the  1965  crop  year. 

I  say  again,  and  without  reflection  on 
my  learned  friends,  that  this  is  a  case 
of  the  blind  leading  the  blind,  in  asking 
that  we  apply  a  limitation  of  $50,000  on 
all  loans,  whether  repaid  or  not,  and  all 
payments  made  under  the  lqws  which 
we  have  passed.  It  was  the  farmer  who 
risks  his  land,  and  his  own  toil,  and  in¬ 
vestments  in  the  production  of  a  crop, 
and  the  Congress  should  not  attempt  to 
change  a  law  just  passed  last  year  in 
this  manner,  and  with  no  knowledge  of 
its  impact. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche] 
placed  his  finger  on  the  specific  point  in¬ 
volved  when  he  said  that  we  are  not  now 
considering  legislation  or  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  legislation.  We  should  be  con¬ 
sidering  the  problem  of  financing  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  carry  out 
laws  that  we  have  placed  on  the  books. 

I  know  something  about  the  matter, 
and  I  wish  to  point  out  what  was  done. 
This  committee  acted  over  a  long  period 
of  time  to  gather  the  facts  and  report 
them  to  the  Senate.  This  bill  was  re¬ 
ported  out  of  the  full  committee  of  27, 
by  unanimous  vote. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  to  me  for  2 
minutes? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall] 
on  the  bill  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  As  one  who 
voted  for  the  Brewster  amendment  last 
year,  I  must  oppose  it  this  year  if  it  is  to 
be  added  on  to  the  agriculture  appropri¬ 
ation  bill,  because  of  the  ruling  by  the 
General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  on  how  such  a  limitation 
would  affect  the  cotton  program. 

Last  year  Congress  provided  a  one- 
price  system  for  cotton.  I  strongly  sup¬ 
ported  this  program  because  our  domes¬ 
tic  cotton  textile  industry  needs  to  be 
able  to  buy  cotton  at  a  competitive  price 
with  foreign  manufacturers.  We  now 
find,  however,  that  under  the  so-called 
snapback  provision  in  the  farm  bill,  if 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  not  able 
to  make  available  to  all  cotton  producers 
cooperating  in  the  cotton  program  the 
amounts  of  loans  and  payments  they 
would  be  entitled  to  under  the  cotton 
provisions,  cotton  would  again  go  back  on 
a  two-price  system. 

Mr.  John  Bagwell,  General  Counsel  of 
the  Agriculture  Department,  in  a  letter 
to  Chairman  Cooley,  of  the  House  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee,  dated  June  2,  1966, 
advised  that  a  payment  limitation  to  any 
one  producer  cooperating  in  the  cotton 
program  would  trigger  the  snapback 
provision  for  the  whole  program.  This 
opinion  was  rendered  in  connection  with 
a  payment  limitation  which  the  Senate 
included  in  the  natural  disaster  planting 
legislation  last  month,  but  it  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  it  would  apply  also  to 
the  Brewster  limitation  in  this  bill. 

Whether  this  ruling  is  right  or  wrong, 
Mr.  President,  this  is  the  interpretation 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  which 
must  administer  the  cotton  program.  It 
is  vital  that  we  continue  cotton  on  a 
one-price  system.  If  we  are  forced  back 


onto  a  two-price  system,  New  England 
textile  mills,  for  example,  will  be  required 
to  pay  29  cents  a  pound  for  their  cotton, 
while  their  foreign  competitors  could  get 
our  U.S.  cotton  for  about  22  cents.  Con¬ 
gress  clearly  declared  their  intent  that 
this  not  happen  in  the  cotton  provisions 
of  last  year’s  bill.  In  addition,  just  a 
few  weeks  ago,  we  passed  legislation  to 
encourage  cotton  research  and  promo¬ 
tion.  I  believe  we  must  maintain  these 
efforts  to  stimulate  our  domestic  cotton 
industry,  both  for  producers  and  manu¬ 
facturers,  and  therefore  I  must  oppose 
this  measure  which  threatens  to  place 
our  cotton  program  back  on  the  two- 
price  system. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Florida  for 
yielding  to  me  in  order  that  I  might 
make  my  statement. 

Mr-  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  that  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  mentioned 
one  fact  of  three  I  will  mention  at  this 
time  to  show  what  other  steps  are  being 
taken  to  try  to  bring  the  market  into 
some  degree  of  order. 

The  fact  that^he  mentioned  was  that 
the  bill  we  passed  and  which  is  now 
being  set  in  operation  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  imposed  a  $1  per  bale  tax 
upon  all  cotton  produced  to  step  up  im¬ 
proving  the  cotton  situation.  That  does 
not  look  like  the  cotton  producers  are 
trying  to  evade  their  responsibility. 

Another  fact  is  that  the  cotton  pro¬ 
ducers  supported  the  bill  last  year,  not 
just  under  the  proposals  of  last  year,  but 
also  proposals  to  favor  the  small  pro¬ 
ducer  because  everybody  knew  the  strain 
was  on  them,  by  giving  them  4  or  5  cents 
more  a  pound.  This  was  an  attempt  to 
enable  them  to  stay  in  business. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  on  that  point?  I  would 
like  to  make  a  statement. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  Senator,  but  I  wish  to  make 
two  more  points  in  connection  with 
wheat. 

Everybody  who  knows  anything  about 
the  situation  knows  that  the  Secretary 
is  trying  to  carry  out  the  wishes  of  the 
administration,  and  I  think  that  they  are 
in  most  cases  the  wishes  of  the  Congress; 
trying  to  increase  the  production  of 
wheat  because  the  greatest  need  of  the 
world  is  more  food.  The  Secretary,  be¬ 
cause  of  his  desire  to  help  in  that  situa¬ 
tion,  gave  a  15 -percent  additional  allot¬ 
ment  to  step  up  the  production  of  wheat. 

Now,  are  we  going  to  say  that  we  are 
going  to  bring  under  this  bill  not  only 
those  who  made  $50,000  to  finance  the 
crop  last  year,  but  those  who  yield  to 
the  request  of  the  President  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  produce  more  wheat  this  year  to  meet 
our  international  needs? 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  labor  the 
point  further.  I  am  glad  now  to  yield 
such  time  on  the  bill  as  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  FANNrN ]  may  need. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arizona  is  recognized  for 
such  time  as  he  desires. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  hope  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  will  take  not  more 
than  5  minutes,  as  I  have  so  many  other 
requests  from  Senators  to  speak. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  support  the  points  which  have 
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been  made  so  capably  by  the  Senator 
from  Florida  as  to  the  advantages  which 
will  accrue  as  a  result  of  the  provisions 
of  this  bill  and  the  damaging  effect  the 
pending  amendment  would  have  on  it. 

The  whole  counti-y  stands  to  benefit  if 
the  cost  of  producing  cotton  can  be  re¬ 
duced  and  if  cotton  products  can  be  fur¬ 
ther  improved.  Scientists  say  these 
things  can  be  done. 

The  question  is  whether  the  necessary 
investments  will  be  made  in  research, 
promotion,  machinery,  land  improve¬ 
ment,  et  cetera,  and  whether  modern 
management  and  engineering  skills  can 
be  attracted  to  cotton  farming. 

Efficiency  is  the  key  word  in  cotton’s 
future.  The  drive  for  greater  efficiency 
will  be  killed  off  if  the  Government  de¬ 
liberately  discriminates  against  the 
larger  cotton  farmers.  In  most  areas  of 
business,  the  advantages  of  large-scale 
operation  are  clearly  recognized.  Only 
if  firms  become  monopolistic  are  they 
considered  to  run  counter  to  public 
policy.  But  the  largest  cotton  growers 
in  the  country  are  not  1  percent  as  large 
as  the  biggest  manmade  fiber  producer. 

In  manmade  fiber  manufacture,  new 
discoveries  are  normally  patented  or 
carefully  guarded  as  business  secrets. 
Among  the  larger  cotton  farmers,  the 
situation  is  exactly  opposite  to  this.  The 
larger  farmers  are  usually  best  set  up 
to  try  out  new  techniques  of  operation. 
They  are  usually  the  only  growers  with 
the  financing,  the  management,  and  the 
scale  of  operation  to  put  new  scientific 
discoveries  promptly  into  trial  use. 
Their  successes  or  failures  are  imme¬ 
diately  known  to  all  other  farmers  in 
surrounding  areas  and  are  communi¬ 
cated  to  all  parts  of  the  cotton  belt.  The 
larger  farmers  are  thus  the  spearhead  of 
progress  in  a  great  deal  of  cotton’s  strug¬ 
gle  to  compete  with  synthetics. 

Cotton  can  be  a  great  source  of 
strength  to  this  country  if  public  policy 
does  not  cripple  its  drive  toward  effi¬ 
ciency.  Right  now  the  requirements  of 
military  procurement  are  forcing  textile 
mills  to  shift  back  to  cotton  from  syn¬ 
thetic  fiber.  New  scientific  discoveries 
are  bringing  all-cotton  fabrics  back  into 
strong  competition  for  manufacture  of 
the  new  “durable  press”  garments.  Re¬ 
search  aimed  at  complete  elimination  of 
the  boll  weevil  and  other  insects  is  now 
well  advanced.  Scientists  predict  that 
the  cost  of  cotton  production  can  be 
lowered  11  cents  per  pound  through  weed 
and  insect  control,  mechanization,  and 
so  forth. 

Farmers  will  soon  vote  in  a  referen¬ 
dum  on  whether  they  should  be  assessed 
$1  per  bale  to  finance  the  kind  of  re¬ 
search  and  promotion  that  can  help 
solve  cotton’s  basic  problems — and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida 
covered  that  very  capably.  It  would  be 
tragic  for  the  Government  to  step  in  and 
penalize  the  larger  producers,  who  are 
counted  upon  to  bear  a  substantial  part 
of  this  burden. 

The  payments  being  made  to  cotton- 
growers  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1965 — excepting  only  the  payments  to 
“small  farms” — are  designed  to  do  no 
more  than  maintain  farm  income  at 
tolerable  levels  in  the  face  of  sharp  acre¬ 
age  reductions  combined  with  an  8- 


cent  reduction  in  support  levels.  This 
is  not  largess  but  a  sound  investment  in 
the  future  of  cotton.  The  investment 
and  the  leadership  which  has  to  come 
from  larger  farmers  in  cotton’s  drive  for 
efficiency  will  surely  turn  to  other  fields 
if  the  Government  adopts  a  policy  of 
discrimination  against  them. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida  for  yielding  to  me  to  make 
this  statement. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill,  who 
is  in  opposition  to  it — if  there  is  any 
such  opposition — grant  me  5  minutes? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
as  acting  minority  leader,  I  am  glad  to 
yield  5  minutes  on  the  bill  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bur¬ 
dick  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator  from 
Ohio  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  recognize  fully  the 
argument  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Florida  that  this  is  an  appropriation  bill 
to  finance  the  ordinary  problems  in¬ 
curred  in  the  past  under  laws  of  authori¬ 
zation.  However,  I  would  feel  delinquent 
if  I  did  not  use  all  available  time  in  my 
possession  to  express  my  vigorous  op¬ 
position  to  a  U.S.  Government  program 
which,  under  the  guise  of  helping  the 
little  farmer  to  survive,  would  proceed 
to  make  payments  of  over  $50,000  in 
subsidies  and  loans  aggregating  $264 
million. 

Now  what  I  have  just  stated  may  not 
sound  completely  understandable,  but 
$22,817,540,  according  to  the  report,  has 
been  paid  out  to  farmers  in  the  way  of 
subsidies  in  amounts  of  over  $50,000. 

Therefore,  how  could  it  be  said  that 
a  farmer  who  receives  $50,000  in  sub¬ 
sidies  comes  within  the  category  and  the 
principle  of  the  farmer  who  has  to  be 
helped  to  survive? 

Such  an  argument  cannot  be  main¬ 
tained. 

The  second  point  is,  I  did  not  know 
that  this  was  a  fact,  but  page  59  of  the 
report  shows  that  loans  of  $50,000  and 
more,  as  distinguished  from  payments, 
have  been  made  aggregating  $264  million. 

Again,  I  put  the  question:  How  can  it, 
be  claimed  that  the  farmer  who  is  able  to 
borrow  $50,000  and  more  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  in  the  category  of  needing 
Federal  help  in  order  to  survive? 

Mr.  President,  such  an  argument  can¬ 
not  be  maintained. 

I  have  just  discussed  $264  million 
loaned  to  farmers  in  amounts  of  $50,000 
and  more,  and  now  we  come  to  another 
one,  in  the  amounts  of  $25,000  to  $49,000 
where  the  loans  have  totaled  $189 
million. 

I  cannot  support  the  pending  bill  as  it 
is  written.  I  can  support  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Brewster]. 

I  concur  fully  with  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  and  other 
Senators  who  allege  that  large  charges 
in  the  agricultural  program  have  been 
made  against  farmers  that  should  not  be 
charged  against  them. 

I  repeat  most  emphatically  that  every 
time  I  get  the  opportunity,  I  shall  rise  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  to  argue  against 
this  misnomer  of  a  farm  program  con- 
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templated  to  help  the  little  farmer  stay 
on  the  land. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  if  it 'is 
adopted,  will  not  disturb  at  all  the  little 
farmer.  In  my  opinion,  it  will  not  dis¬ 
turb  the  farm  industry. 

In  conclusion,  I  come  to  the  subject  of 
subsidizing  the  processor.  It  has  been 
argued  in  this  Chamber  today  that  there 
is  no  subsidy  of  the  processor  of  cotton — 
and  let  me  bring  this  point  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  When  w'e  initially  passed  the 
bill,  the  subsidy  went  to  the  processor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  additional  minute. 

But  the  argument  was  made  in  this 
Chamber,  since  that  time,  that  we  have 
now  initiated  a  new  program  of  sub¬ 
sidization  of  the  processor.  Thus,  that 
was  removed  and  instead  of  paying  the 
processor  we  are  now  supposedly  paying 
the  farm  grower. 

By  whatever  name  one  calls  it,  it  is 
the  same  thing. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
not  my  purpose  to  go  into  the  many 
arguments  that  could  be  advanced 
against  the  pending  amendment.  For 
the  past  15  or  20  years  we  have  been 
dealing  with  this  problem. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  there 
may  be  placed  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
a  letter  from  the  National  Grange  ad¬ 
dressed  to  me,  dated  July  14,  1966,  which 
covers  the  subject  very  well. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

National  Grange, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  14,  1966. 
Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  National  Grange 
would  like  to  reiterate  its  position  on  Limi¬ 
tation  of  Payments  for  you  and  your  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleagues  in  the  Senate. 

Support  payments  are  made  to  assure 
farmers,  who  have  expanded  their  productive 
capacity  and  increased  their  capital  invest¬ 
ment  in  times  of  national  need,  relief  from 
hardship  during  times  of  a  decline  in  mar¬ 
ket  demand.  Support  payments  on  all  com¬ 
modities  have  been  substantially  reduced 
since  the  end  of  World  War  II.  In  some 
cases,  these  payments  are  not  sufficient  for 
the  producer  to  receive  a  return  even  equal 
to  his  cost  production.  Although  these  pay¬ 
ments  have  not  contributed  to  a  prosperous 
agriculture,  they  have  prevented  the  eco¬ 
nomic  distress  in  agriculture  such  as  resulted 
after  World  War  I. 

Diversion  payments  are  not  a  gift,  but  a 
legitimate  return  for  a  desirable  action  in 
the  national  interest.  In  the  late  1950’s,  the 
United  States  was  faced  with  the  vast  ac¬ 
cumulation  of  agricultural  stocks  with 
enormous  storage  costs  to  the  government. 
The  use  of  diversion  payments,  coupled  with 
voluntary  programs,  have  dramatically  re¬ 
duced  the  stocks  of  wheat  and  feed  grains: 
the  lofa  support  prices  in  milk  have  con¬ 
tinually  reduced  surplus  milk  production: 
and  the  planting  of  cotton  during  the  pres¬ 
ent  year  indicates  the  smallest  cotton  acre¬ 
age  in  many  decades.  This  program  is  work¬ 
ing  to  reduce  the  price  depressing  and  tax 
consuming  effects  of  surplus  stocks. 
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The  payments  for  limiting  production  are 
proportionately  higher  for  the  larger  farmer, 
and  so,  also,  is  his  contribution  to  reduced 
production.  It  seems  only  just  that  the  pro¬ 
ducers  with  the  greatest  capital  investment 
should  earn  the  largest  payments  since  they 
are  making  the  largest  reductions.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  there  seems  to  be  some  doubt  about 
the  constitutionality  of  an  action  limiting 
payments  in  such  a  manner  to  discriminate 
against  large  producers. 

Since  most  of  the  reduction  programs  are 
on  a  voluntary  basis,  the  effectiveness  of 
these  programs  would  be  reduced  seriously 
by  a  limitation  of  payments  to  the  larger 
producers.  This  action  would  force  them 
to  replant  acreage  for  unneeded  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities.  Consequently,  the  ulti¬ 
mate  effect  would  be  borne  equally  by  the 
small  farmers,  through  a  decrease  in  farm 
prices,  or  by  the  Government,  through  an 
increase  in  surplus  stocks. 

With  the  present  program,  we  have  trans¬ 
ferred  our  surplus  of  stocks  to  a  surplus  of 
capacity,  and,  at  the  same  time,  our  ca¬ 
pacity  for  production  remains  the  highest 
in  the  world.  Yet,  our  surplus  capacity  does 
not  depress  farm  prices  as  surplus  stocks 
have  done  in  the  past.  A  much  smaller  per¬ 
centage  of  production  goes  into  Government 
storage  now,  and  a  smaller  percentage  yet  is 
unredeemed  after  the  loan  period. 

In  our  judgment,  the  public  has  received 
a  proper  return  on  its  investment,  in¬ 
cluding — 

A  reduction  in  surplus  stocks; 

The  steady  supply  of  an  adequate  amount 
of  basic  stocks  at  reasonable  prices; 

The  availability  of  agricultural  products 
for  export,  making  our  agricultural  exports 
the  largest  earner  of  dollars  of  all  our  ex¬ 
portable  commodities;  and 

The  strategic  value  of  our  productive  ca¬ 
pacity  kept  in  tact. 

Not  the  least  of  all  the  results  has  been  a 
stabilized  and  improved  farm  income.  Al¬ 
though  it  is  still  far  too  low,  this  program 
has  fostered  an  increased  equality  for 
farmers  in  the  domestic  economic  system. 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  would 
appreciate  your  conveying  to  the  Senate  the 
opposition  of  the  National  Grange  to  acre¬ 
age  limitation  payments  on  any  part  of  our 
agricultural  program. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Harry  L.  Graham. 

Cc;  Hon.  George  D.  Aiken. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
agreed  to  yield  next  to  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi,  to  whom  I  yield  4  minutes. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  take 
a  small  part  of  this  time  to  highly  com¬ 
mend  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  and  the  disting- 
guished  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  for  the  laborious  work  they  have 
done  on  this  bill.  I  commend  them  for 
the  fairness  of  their  presentation  with 
respect  to  this  amendment. 

The  question  reduces  itself  into  the 
simplest  terms.  Congress  passed  a  basic 
agricultural  act.  The  President  signed 
it.  Among  other  things,  in  effect,  it  sets 
the  world  market  price  of  cotton  as 
being  the  price  of  cotton  in  the  United 
"States.  In  other  words,  both  thought 
it  was  necessary,  in  order  to  grow  cot¬ 
ton,  to  provide  some  profit  by  the  farm¬ 
ers  receiving  a  subsidy. 

Now,  at  the  first  chance  in  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  there  is  an  attempt  to 
repudiate  the  principles  adopted  in 
basic  legislation — not  as  to  everyone.  It 
is  not  intended  to  repudiate  it  as  to  all, 
but  only  as  to  a  few. 

The  basic  unfairness  of  that  proposal 


is  so  apparent  that  I  do  not  think  we 
need  any  further  argument.  But  if 
there  is  to  be  a  change  in  that  basic 
principle,  then  let  us  adopt  basic  legis¬ 
lation,  measuring  the  merits  of  all 
groups,  rather  than  go  out  with  a  meat 
ax  and  chop  down  one  group,  and  say 
we  are  going  to  apply  this  proposition 
to  one  group,  but  not  the  others. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  briefly. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  Mississippi  State  Penitentiary  re¬ 
ceived  over  $175,000? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  incidental.  It 
has  a  cotton  farm,  is  one  of  the  best 
managed  penitentiaries  in  the  United 
States,  and  provides  its  inmates  with 
fresh  air,  and  so  on.  It  has  no  relation 
to  the  basic  argument. 

We  talk  about  the  little  farmer.  I 
represent  the  little  farmer.  I  come  from 
the  area  of  the  State  where  there  are 
little  farmers.  I  know  their  problems. 

That  is  not  the  issue  at  all.  There  is 
a  basic  issue  involved  here,  of  a  promise 
being  made,  and  now  there  is  an  attempt 
to  repudiate  that  promise  in  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
as  the  acting  minority  leader  in  charge 
of  the  time  on  this  side,  I  yield  3  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas]  . 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  the  distin¬ 
guished  acting  minority  leader  for  his 
graciousness. 

Mr.  President,  under  the  bill  as  pres¬ 
ently  presented  there  would  be  no  limita¬ 
tion  whatsoever  on  the  amount  of  loans 
and  subsidies  paid  to  any  one  farmer. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  is  quite 
correct  in  saying  that  20  percent  of  the 
total  $2.5  billion  will  go  to  the  approxi¬ 
mately  20,000  farmers  with  gross  incomes 
of  over  $100,000  a  year. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  has  lim¬ 
ited  loans  and  subsidies  to  $50,000  for 
any  one  farm.  The  average  net  income 
per  farm  is  approximately  $5,000.  What 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  is  proposing 
is  that  no  one  should  receive  from  the 
taxpayers  more  than  10  times  the  aver¬ 
age  net  farm  income.  Who  can  object 
to  that? 

The  minimum  income  established 
under  the  poverty  classification  is  $3,000. 
The  Senator  from  Maryland  has  pro¬ 
posed  that  no  one  should  receive  more 
than  17  times  the  poverty  scale.  That  is 
certainly  most  moderate. 

It  seems  to  that  it  is  a  fundamentally 
sound  argument  that  the  farm  subsidy 
program  has  become  a  program  for 
many  farmers  who  do  not  need  help,  and 
that  it  gives  only  a  small  proportion  of 
its  aid  to  the  small  farmer. 

Many  Senators  would  like  to  make 
cuts  in  the  poverty  program,  but  want 
to  give  20,000  landlord  farmers  over 
$50,000  each  in  loans  and  subsidies. 
They  would  take  it  out  of  the  poor  while 
pouring  wealth  into  the  pockets  of  the 
few. 

The  Brewster  proposal  will  save  tens  of 
millions  of  dollars  and  possibly  even 
more.  It  is  my  belief  that  we  should 
support  It. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding  to  me. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
such  time  to  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Yarborough]  as  he  may  desire. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  desire  to  ex¬ 
press  my  appreciation  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  and  to  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  the  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture.  I  have  the  privilege  of  being 
the  most  junior  member  of  that  subcom¬ 
mittee,  with  some  13  Senators  on  it.  On 
no  subcommittee  or  committee  on  which 
I  have  served  have  I  seen  a  chairman  sit 
there  and  go  through  each  individual 
item,  whether  there  was  opposition  to  it 
or  not,  with  more  care  than  does  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland]  .  He  examines  every  item  care¬ 
fully,  whether  there  is  opposition  to  it  or 
not.  Many  times  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  helps  him. 

I  have  a  communication  from  the 
Texas  Farmers  Union.  Nearly  every  one 
of  its  members  is  a  small  farmer.  They 
tell  me,  first  of  all,  that  these  limitations 
cannot  be  made  effective  when  partici¬ 
pation  in  various  farm  programs  is  vol¬ 
untary.  What  will  happen  is  that  the 
big  corporate  farms,  at  which  payment 
limitations  are  aimed,  will  simply  pull 
out  of  the  programs.  Without  them  you 
have  no  program.  Large  corporate 
farms  will  pull  out  and  still  survive,  but 
the  little  farmer  will  not  survive,  because 
the  program  will  be  wrecked. 

In  the  second  place,  in  the  case  of  cot¬ 
ton  specifically,  if  the  limitation  is 
adopted,  there  is  a  “snapback”  provision 
in  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965 
that  will  automatically  put  cotton  back 
under  the  1958  act,  which  all  backers  of 
the  1958  act  opposed. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  sec¬ 
tion  from  the  act  to  which  I  have  re¬ 
ferred,  subparagraph  (12),  which  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  10  of  P  'blic  Law  89-321,  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  extract 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

(12)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  Act,  if,  as  a  result  of  limitations  here¬ 
after  enacted  with  respect  to  price  support 
under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  is  un¬ 
able  to  make  available  to  all  cooperators  the 
full  amount  of  price  support  to  which  they 
would  otherwise  be  entitled  under  para¬ 
graphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  subsection  for 
any  crop  of  upland  cotton,  (A)  price  support 
to  cooperators  shall  be  made  available  for 
such  crop  (if  marketing  quotas  have  not 
been  disapproved)  through  loans  or  pur¬ 
chases  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per  cen¬ 
tum  nor  more  than  90  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  appropriate;  (B)  in  order  to  keep  up¬ 
land  cotton  to  the  maximum  extent  practi¬ 
cable  in  the  normal  channels  of  trade,  such 
price  support  may  be  carried  out  through 
the  simultaneous  purchase  of  cotton  at  the 
support  price  therefor  and  resale  at  a  lower 
price  or  through  loans  under  which  the  cot¬ 
ton  would  be  redeemable  by  payment  of  a 
price  therefor  lower  than  the  amount  of  the 
loan  thereon;  and  (C)  such  resale  or  redemp¬ 
tion  price  shall  be  such  as  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  will  provide  orderly  marketing  of 
cotton  during  the  harvest  season  and  will  re¬ 
tain  an  adequate  share  of  the  world  market 
for  cotton  produced  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  would  point 
out  that  the  figure  the  distinguished  Sen- 
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ator  has  earlier  referred  to,  of  $264  mil¬ 
lion  for  all  characters  of  loans,  for  grain, 
for  sorghums,  for  everything,  represented 
only  14  percent  of  all  loans.  That  repre¬ 
sented  14  percent  of  the  to'tal  of  over 
$1,890  million. 

Although  the  amount  is  large,  when 
one  considers  the  overall  agricultural 
program,  it  is  the  tail  wagging  the  dog. 

Out  of  3.5  million  farmers  in  the  United 
States,  we  have  learned  in  the  Education 
and  Labor  Committee  in  the  hearings  on 
the  minimum  wage  bills,  over  2  million 
of  those  farmers  do  not  hire  one  single 
hired  hand  on  their  farms. 

These  are  voluntary  programs.  Are 
we  going  to  weaken  the  program  for  those 
more  than  2  million  family  farmers  on 
small  farms? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  one 
of  the  main  purposes  of  the  price-sup¬ 
port  program  is  to  protect  the  small 
farmer.  We  have  always  recognized  the 
important  role  of  these  small  farmers 
in  American  life. 

But  in  the  past  we  have  given  the  most 
money  to  the  largest  farms — to  the  men 
who  need  the  money  least.  Seven  bar¬ 
ley  producers  receive  in  price  support 
loans  more  than  the  1,753  small  barley 
farmers.  One-ninth  of  the  rice  pro¬ 
ducers  get  two-thirds  of  the  Federal 
money  for  this  crop.  The  Government 
loaned  one  company — the  Arkansas 
Grain  Corp. — over  $16  million. 

Because  of  the  world’s  needs  and  the 
changing  picture  of  U.S.  agriculture,  we 
can  no  longer  rely  on  our  surpluses. 
American  agriculture  should  produce 
enough  food  to  provide  for  domestic 
needs,  consumer  exports,  and  food  aid  to 
certain  developing  countries. 

President  Johnson  has  said  that  we 
must  have  “a  major  effort  to  find  new 
approaches  to  reduce  the  heavy  cost  of 
our  farm  programs  and  to  direct  more 
of  our  effort  to  the  small  farmer  who 
needs  help  most.” 

Without  this  amendment,  2  percent  of 
the  farmers — those  grossing  over  $100,- 
000  a  year — will  take  in  about  one-fifth 
of  the  subsidy  money.  With  this 
amendment,  we  will  spend  less  money, 
and  a  proportionally  larger  amount  on 
small  farmers.  I  feel  this  amendment 
may  best  lead  to  an  efficient  and  rational 
approach  to  the  problems  of  agriculture. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  2  minutes. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HARTKE.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Maryland  for  his 
leadership  in  this  field.  After  all,  the 
purpose  of  his  amendment  is  to  help  the 
small  farmer.  The  second  purpose  of 
his  amendment  is  to  help  the  consumer. 

I  certainly  do  not  know  why,  under 
any  theory  of  any  thinking  person,  we 
should  not  be  interested  in  helping  the 
small  farmer  and  the  consumer  to  a  bet¬ 
ter  way  of  life.  Certainly,  if  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  amendment  is  adopted,  we  will  save 
about  $25  million.  That  will  help  in  cut¬ 
ting  down  the  expenses  of  the  Govern¬ 


ment,  to  say  nothing  of  the  other  items. 

I  might  point  out  again,  as  President 
Johnson  stated  in  his  state  of  the  Union 
message  last  year: 

Our  economy  owes  much,  to  the  efficiency 
of  our  farmers.  We  must  continue  to  assure 
them  the  opportunity  to  earn  a  fair  reward. 

I  have  instructed  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  lead  a  major  effort  to  find  new  approaches 
to  reduce  the  heavy  cost  of  our  farm  pro¬ 
grams  and  to  direct  more  of  our  effort  to 
the  small  farmer  who  needs  the  help  the 
most. 

That  is  exactly  what  the  Senator’s 
amendment  would  do.  I  hope  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  approve  this  amendment,  and  I 
hope  that  we  will  consider  this  as  a  first 
step — and  a  serious  step — toward  econ¬ 
omy  in  Government,  and  the  realization 
that  we  are  going  to  have  to  help  the 
people  who  need  it  most. 

I  might  point  out  that  $50,000  a  year 
is  certainly  a  little  bit  more  than  the 
average  farmer  makes — I  was  about  to 
say  during  his  entire  life,  but  certainly 
10  times  what  he  makes  in  any  one  year. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  on 
this  proposition  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  I  have  1  minute  remaining,  so 
therefore,  I  say  in  summation:  This  is 
just  one  step  in  calling  a  halt  to  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  gone  far  beyond  what 
was  originally  intended.  This  program 
was  set  up  to  help  the  family  farmer,  the 
small  operator  with  small  acreage,  with¬ 
out  much  machinery. 

That  we  support.  We  think  it  is  im¬ 
portant  to  American  society.  What  we 
do  not  think  is  right  is  for  one  corpo¬ 
ration,  in  Arkansas,  to  get  loans  of  $16 
million  a  year,  and  repay  $10  million. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida,  the  proponent  of  the  appropriation 
measure,  said  most  of  the  loans  had  been 
repaid.  Then  why  are  we  asking  the 
taxpayers  to  put  up  $3,500  million  to 
make  loans  to  millionaires?  That  is  the 
question.  My  amendment  would  be  one 
way  of  stopping  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
as  the  acting  minority  leader  in  charge 
of  the  opposition,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Delaware. 

Do  I  understand,  Mr.  President,  we 
have  16  minutes  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Fifteen 
minutes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  yield  5  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  support  this  amendment  and 
wish  to  say  that  I  am  as  much  interested 
in  the  welfare  of  the  small  farmers  as 
has  anyone  else.  In  fact,  there  has  been 
so  much  interest  expressed  for  the  small 
farmer  that  I  sometimes  wonder  if  it 
were  possible  to  save  all  the  tears  that 
have  been  shed  in  the  name  of  the  small 
farmer  it  would  not  go  a  long  way  toward 
eliminating  the  drought  with  which  we 
are  now  confronted  in  many  areas  of  the 
country. 

Let  us  get  down  to  the  facts  of  the 
matter.  The  adoption  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  would  not  in  one  single  degree  or 


by  one  penny  affect  the  small  farmer  in 
America.  It  would  not  affect  any  farmer 
in  America  who  is  receiving  total  pay¬ 
ments  of  less  than  $50,000  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  So  let  us  keep  that 
point  clearly  in  mind. 

Much  has  been  said  about  the  cotton 
farmers.  Based  on  the  report  by  the 
committee,  on  page  58,  there  are  exactly 
five  cotton  farmers  in  the  United  States 
who  would  be  affected  by  the  adoption 
of  this  amendment  as  respects  the 
amount  of  subsidy  payments  received 
only  five. 

As  we  use  the  statistics  for  1965  I  think 
I  should  be  fair  and  say  there  would  be 
more  affected  by  the  adoption  of  this 
amendment  than  the  number  reported 
by  the  committee,  because  in  1966  we 
shall  be  making  the  subsidy  payments  to 
the  farmers  rather  than  the  textile  mills; 
but,  nevertheless,  there  are  very  few 
farmers  who  would  be  affected.  As  to 
wheat  farmers,  there  are  14  farmers 
whose  subsidy  would  be  affected  by  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment.  Based  on 
the  reports,  132  wheat  farmers  in  the  en¬ 
tire  United  States  received  payments  in 
1965  in  excess  of  $50,000.  So  let  us  get 
straight  what  we  are  talking  about.  This 
does  not  affect  the  small  farmers. 

Now,  as  to  price  support  loans  there 
were  about  300-and-some-odd — the  fig¬ 
ures  are  not  totaled,  but  roughly  300 
farmers  that  would  be  affected,  not  in¬ 
cluding  cotton.  This  is  based  on  the 
committee  report.  Cotton  payments  un¬ 
der  price  support  loans  are  not  included 
hi  the  report.  We  are  dealing  with  a 
relatively  small  number  of  large  opera¬ 
tors,  and  even  those  are  not  affected  ex¬ 
cept  to  this  extent:  They  could  still  re¬ 
ceive  up  to  $50,000  from  the  Federal 
Government  in  subsidies  or  price  sup¬ 
ports.  After  that  they  would  be  on  their 
own.  And  why  should  they  not  be  on 
their  own? 

Much  of  American  agriculture  as  we 
know  it  today  has  grown  and  flourished 
without  any  support  prices  whatsoever, 
without  any  subsidy  payments.  I  am 
proud  to  say  that  the  poultry  industry  of 
my  State  is  one  of  them,  and  they  have 
made  out  better  by  not  being  under  Gov¬ 
ernment  operations  and  Government 
controls. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
Senator  mentioned  a  moment  ago  that 
only  14  wheat  farmers  in  the  United 
States  would  be  affected.  This  would 
be  true  if  a  farmer  raised  only  wheat. 
But  I  do  not  know  of  a  single  farmer 
in  my  State  or  the  surrounding  States 
who  raises  wheat  alone.  Most  of  the 
farmers  are  involved  in  raising  of  sev¬ 
eral  commodities,  including  -wheat,  corn, 
oats,  rye,  soybeans,  and  perhaps  wool  or 
sugar  beets. 

For  the  life  of  me,  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand  why  it  Is  proposed  we  exempt  sugar 
under  this  amendment  and  include 
wool  payments.  These  programs  are  al¬ 
most  exactly  the  same. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  It  has  been  called  to 
my  attention  that  under  the  present  law 
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there  are  instances  where  there  is  an 
overlapping,  and  some  are  drawing  $50,- 
000  under  two  or  three  different  crops. 
In  other  words,  it  could  well  be  they  get 
over  $50,000  from  two  or  more  crops. 

But  the  point  is,  why  should  we  not 
limit  to  $50,000  the  amount  to  be  paid 
under  any  one  price  support  program? 
I  ask  that  question  from  the  taxpayers’ 
standpoint  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
small  farmer.  Because  if  we  stop  sub¬ 
sidizing  corporate  type  operations,  the 
small  farmer  can  better  compete,  and  he 
can  stay  in  business  and  keep  and  main¬ 
tain  his  small  farm. 

There  is  a  second  point.  A  few  years 
ago,  we  administered  the  cotton  program 
by  subsidizing  the  textile  mills  to  the 
amount  of  about  $300  to  $400  million  a 
year.  We  are  still  subsidizing  them  to¬ 
day;  the  only  difference  is  we  are  doing 
it  by  making  the  payments  to  the  farmer. 
But  indirectly  the  subsidy  goes  to  the 
mills  because  they  can  buy  the  cotton 
about  8  to  9  cents  per  pound  below  the 
prevailing  domestic  price;  therefore  it 
is  a  subsidy,  even  though  it  is  paid  in  the 
name  of  the  American  farmer. 

During  the  hearings  the  textile  indus¬ 
try  and  the  various  departments — the 
Department  of  Commerce,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  all  others  that  of¬ 
fered  testimony  in  behalf  of  that  sub¬ 
sidy — said,  “If  you  would  reduce  the 
price  of  cotton  to  the  textile  mills  you 
would  reduce  the  price  of  cotton  cloth 
to  the  consumers  and  it  would  average 
out  that  the  consumers  as  taxpayers 
would  save  the  money.” 

Statistics  put  out  by  the  Department 
of  Commerce  show  that  cotton  cloth  is 
selling  at  a  higher  price  today  than  it 
was  selling  before  we  started  subsidizing 
the  price  of  cotton  for  the  textile  mills, 
before  we  started  giving  them  cotton  at 
world  prices.  So  the  consumers  did  not 
receive  the  benefit  of  the  subsidy,  but  the 
American  taxpayers  are  paying  this  $300 
to  $400  million  a  year. 

Certainly  there  is  merit  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  amendment  that  we  should  confine 
the  agricultural  program  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmer  and  not  give  it  to  big  busi¬ 
ness,  and  the  best  argument  that  I  know 
of  in  behalf  of  the  Brewster  amendment 
is  made  by  those  who  tried  to  argue 
against  it  when  they  called  attention  to 
what  it  would  do  to  the  textile  mills. 

That  is  the  secret  to  the  whole  prob¬ 
lem.  The  textile  mills  are  more  inter¬ 
ested  in  this  program  than  the  American 
cotton  farmer  because  it  is  the  mills  that 
are  getting  the  subsidies,  not  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmer.  I  think  it  is  time  that  we 
confine  our  agricultural  program  to  the 
farmers  and  not  try  to  take  care  of  the 
textile  mills.  If  we  are  to  subsidize  the 
textile  mills  and  other  industries  let  us 
do  it  as  a  subsidy  to  the  industries  and 
not  charge  it  up  to  the  American  farmers. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
two  more  brief  requests,  and  I  am  glad 
to  grant  them. 

First,  I  yield  2  minutes  on  the  bill  to 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
FulbrightI. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  make  my  position  clear  that  I  do 
not  think  this  would  benefit  the  con¬ 


sumer.  It  certainly  would  not  benefit 
the  small  farmer,  as  the  evidence  already 
put  into  the  Record  by  my  colleague  in¬ 
dicates.  However,  with  regard  to  the 
argument  of  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  who  is  an  expert  on  taxes,  he 
knows  very  well  that,  even  though  large 
payments  are  made  to  individuals,  the 
income  tax — of  which  he  is  a  great 
master — does  much  to  bring  the  situation 
back  into  relationship,  one  with  the 
other.  Most  of  the  payment  will  be  re¬ 
captured  in  any  case,  and  that  is  one 
of  the  functions  of  that  tax. 

I  am  sure  that  the  principle  that  is 
sought  to  be  applied  here  would  not  be 
applicable  or  acceptable  by  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  or  the  other  sponsors  for 
many  of  the  companies  :'n  their  own 
States,  which  companies  benefit  to  a 
great  extent  from  Government  contracts. 

1  am  sure  that  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  would  not  want  to  apply  a  $50,000 
limitation  on  the  DuPont  Co.  I  am  not 
suggesting  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  opposed  subsidies  be¬ 
ing  paid  to  companies  in  any  State  in 
any  amount.  I  only  wish  I  had  more 
support. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  principle  that 
it  is  being  sought  to  establish  here  arose 
last  year.  It  has  a  saving  factor.  Its 
main  objective  is  that  if  we  take  away 
this  benefit  for  the  larger  companies,  we 
negative  the  whole  program.  We  might 
as  well  get  started  on  a  program  to  make 
it  impossible  for  the  big  producers  to 
comply. 

I  wanted  to  ask  a  question  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland.  He  mentioned  two 
companies  in  Arkansas. 

Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the  Arkansas 
Grain  Corp.,  which  the  Senator  men¬ 
tioned,  is  a  large  cooperative  with  sev¬ 
eral  thousand  members,  and  that  this 
money  does  not  accrue  to  some  big  indi¬ 
vidual  producers,  but  on  the  contrary 
accrues  to  several  thousand  small  pro¬ 
ducers? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  am  sure  that  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  knows  more 
about  the  situation  in  his  State  than  I 
do.  All  I  know  is  that  $16  million  was 
advanced  as  a  loan  to  a  corporation  in 
Arkansas  and  only  $10  million  was  re¬ 
paid.  The  taxpayers  lost  $6  million. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  probably 
the  largest  co-op  in  the  State,  and  it  has 
been  very  successful  on  the  whole.  I  do 
not  know  about  that  loss.  I  had  no 
notice  of  the  loss  aspect.  However,  the 
corporations  which  the  Senator  men¬ 
tioned  are  two  of  the  largest  co-ops  in 
the  State.  They  have  been  quite  suc¬ 
cessful  in  rice  and  soybeans,  and  I  am 
sure  that  the  full  amount  of  the  loan  will 
be  repaid  when  the  crop  has  been  fully 
marketed. 

To  leave  the  impression  that  some  big 
corporate  enterprise,  such  as  DuPont  Co., 
is  taking  a  vast  sum  of  money,  I  think  is 
a  misrepresentation  of  the  facts. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 

2  minutes  on  the  bill  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  1  min¬ 
ute  will  be  sufficient. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 


1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  1  minute. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  merely 
wanted  a  minute  to  say  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend,  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware,  that  ordinarily  I  would  be  able  to 
support  the  amendment. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  is 
not  happy  about  the  subsidy  method  that 
we  had  to  resort  to  after  a  long,  hard, 
and  desperate  fight  in  order  to  allow 
American  textile  mills  to  buy  their  cot¬ 
ton  at  the  same  price  that  their  competi¬ 
tors  abroad  buy  it. 

It  was  the  only  way  in  which  this  could 
be  done,  and  it  was  imperative  that  it 
should  be  done.  However,  after  a  long, 
hard  fight,  we  have  at  last  placed  the 
American  textile  industry  in  a  competi¬ 
tive  position  as  far  as  buying  cotton  is 
concerned. 

I  could  not  vote  for  an  amendment 
which  might  undo  all  we  have  accom¬ 
plished  and  might  possibly  place  our 
American  textile  mills  back  in  a  position 
of  paying  more  for  their  raw  materials. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Maine. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Maryland  raises  an  issue  which  has 
been  raised  over  and  over  again.  I  have 
listened  carefully  to  the  arguments  pro 
and  con.  I  have  obtained  an  analysis 
of  the  issue  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  which  I  find  persuasive.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

LIMITATION  ON  PAYMENTS 

Salient  points 

Payments  are  an  Integral  part  of  farm 
programs  carefully  tailored  to  specific  com¬ 
modity  situations.  For  diversion  they  are 
partial  compensation  for  adjustments  made 
in  the  national  interest.  For  price  support 
they  are  economy,  because  in  their  absence 
expenditures  would  be  higher.  Payments 
are  not  “something  for  nothing,”  they  are 
not  welfare,  and  they  do  not  represent  hand¬ 
outs.  They  are  a  “quid  pro  quo”  adopted  as 
the  least  costly  method  of  achieving  pro¬ 
gram  objectives.  Their  limitation  could  well 
be  the  beginning  of  the  end  of  farm  pro¬ 
grams  as  we  know  them. 

Discussion 

A  limitation  on  Government  payments  to 
producers  of  agricultural  commodities  would 
strike  at  the  heart  of  our  farm  policy  and 
probably  result  in  the  breakdown  or  death 
of  the  entire  structure  of  farm  programs  in 
their  present  form.  This  conclusion  inevit¬ 
ably  evolves  from  consideration  of  a  pay¬ 
ments  limitation  in  relation  to  our  basic 
agricultural  policy,  and  the  nature  and  pur¬ 
pose  of  our  farm  programs,  and  the  role  of 
payments  in  those  programs. 

Our  basic  agricultural  policy  is  designed 
to  provide  a  continuously  adequate  supply — 
but  not  a  burdensome  excess — of  food  and 
fiber  products  at  stable  prices  which  are  fair 
to  both  producers  and  consumers  without 
undue  costs  to  the  Government.  This  pol¬ 
icy  deals  with  agriculture  as  a  whole,  and  the 
demand  for  farm  products  as  a  whole.  Our 
agricultural  policy  is  not  a  relief  policy.  It 
is  not  aimed  at  the  plight  of  individuals  or 
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groups  of  individuals  although  it  helps  them 
by  strengthening  the  economy  of  which  they 
are  individual  parts. 

FARM  PROGRAMS 

Farm  programs  are  designed  to  achieve  a 
reasonable  balance  between  what  farmers 
produce  and  what  can  be  used — either  do¬ 
mestically  or  through  export  channels. 
Present  technology  is  so  advanced  and  re¬ 
sources  are  so  great  that  it  is  essential  for 
these  farm  programs  to  be  tailored  to  the 
prevailing  commodity  situation.  Commodi¬ 
ty  programs  are  designed  to  affect  the  total 
economy  of  a  commodity— the  entire  supply 
and  the  price  for  that  entire  supply. 

Payments,  like  commodity  programs,  are 
geared  to  the  circumstances  of  particular 
commodity  situation.  Payments  under  ASCS 
programs  can  be  grouped  in  two  categories: 
(1)  diversion  and  price  support,  and  (2) 
conservation. 

1.  Diversion  payments  are  used  to  achieve 
a  balance  between  production  quantities  that 
can  be  utilized,  or,  more  literally,  to  induce  a 
producer  to  hold  down  his  acreage  and  pro¬ 
duction.  (Such  payments  are  made  under 
acreage  diversion  programs  for  cotton,  feed 
grains,  and  wheat,  as  well  as  cropland  adjust¬ 
ment,  cropland  conversion,  and  conservation 
reserve  programs.  Other  provisions  of  the 
commodity  diversion  programs — such  as  price 
support  payments  and  certificates — also  play 
a  major  role  in  reducing  production  to  de¬ 
sirable  levels.)  Underlying  diversion  pay¬ 
ments  is  the  assumption  that  it  is  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  to  adjust  production  and  sup¬ 
ply.  Such  adjustments  in  the  interest  of 
the  total  economy  or  society  should  be  ap¬ 
portioned.  But  a  reduction  in  acreage  is  con¬ 
trary  to  the  individual  farmer’s  interest — it 
reduces  his  income.  Thus,  there  is  a  choice 
between  two  approaches:  (1)  give  the  farmer 
a  quid  pro  quo — a  diversion  payment,  or  (2) 
maintain  a  mandatory  program.  The  job  is  to 
adjust  supply.  The  size  of  the  payment  only 
reflects  the  degree  of  participation  or  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  total  adjustment.  Exclud¬ 
ing  large  acreages  from  participation  would 
be  contrary  to  the  purpose  of  the  payment 
and  the  objective  of  the  program.  If  large 
operators  could  not  participate,  total  pro¬ 
duction  would  increase. 

Loan  operations,  by  their  nature,  would 
embrace  the  quantity  that  could  not  be  mar¬ 
keted  at  the  loan  level.  Denying  or  limiting 
the  loan  program  to  large  operators  would 
mean  only  that  their  production  would  be 
marketed  largely  through  regular  commercial 
channels,  putting  pressure  on  prices.  Small 
operators  would  suffer  from  lower  prices. 

Thus,  in  the  absence  of  higher  payments 
to  smaller  farmers  to  withhold  much  more 
acreage,  the  production  of  smaller  farmers 
would  go  under  loan  and  total  price  support 
operations  would  increase.  Either  way,  costs 
to  the  Government  would  go  up. 

Price  support  or  equivalent  payments  are 
made  to  eligible  producers  of  cotton,  feed 
grains,  wheat,  wool,  mohair,  and  sugar.  The 
payments  in  the  case  of  cotton  and  grains 
are  offsets  to  reductions  which  have  been 
made  in  returns  which  farmers  heretofore 
could  get  for  their  crops  by  placing  them 
under  loan  and  turning  them  over  to  the 
Government  in  settlement  of  the  loans.  Pay¬ 
ments  on  wool  and  mohair  were  described  in 
the  authorizing  legislation  as  being  intended 
to  provide  an  incentive  to  increased  produc¬ 
tion.  In  the  case  of  sugar,  the  economy  of 
which  is  more  highly  and  rigidly  structured, 
payments  are  generally  referred  to  as  “condi¬ 
tional”  because  of  the  various  requirements 
imposed  requisite  to  their  issuance.  Fur¬ 
ther,  sugar  payments  are  more  than  offset 
by  taxes  imposed  on  sugar  processed,  both 
domestic  and  imported. 

2.  Conservation  payments  are  made  under 
various  programs.  A  common  characteristic 
of  all  such  payments  is  that  they  share  the 
costs  incurred  by  owners  in  carrying  out 
needed  and  approved  conservation  practices. 


Such  payments  have  been  appropriately  de¬ 
scribed  as  reflecting  the  benefits  to  the  total 
economy,  or  people  collectively,  from  needed 
soil  and  water  conservation. 

PAYMENTS - SUBSIDY  OR  SACRIFICE? 

There  is  substantial  misunderstanding 
that  Government  payments  to  farmers  are 
“something  for  nothing” — and  nothing  could 
be  more  incorrect.  Moreover,  in  neither  of 
the  categories  cited  can  payments  be  appro¬ 
priately  described  as  subsidies  or  net  profit. 
In  each  case  there  is  a  consideration — a  quid 
pro  quo  on  the  part  of  the  producer. 

Payments  are  not  welfare.  .They  are  part 
of  a  stabilizing  mechanism  in  the  interest  of 
the  national  economy.  They  have  been 
adopted  as  the  least  costly  method  of  achiev¬ 
ing  an  objective.  To  limit  the  size  of  the 
payment  would  jeopardize  the  achievement 
of  the  objective.  And,  clearly,  the  supply 
adjustment  is  just  as  effective  whether  10 
producers  divert  100  acres  each  or  100  farm¬ 
ers  divert  10  acres  each — so  long  as  the  unit 
rate  of  inducement  is  the  same. 

Payments  are  not  handouts.  Payments  are 
made,  for  example,  to  farmers  to  take  land 
out  of  production.  It  is  their  land;  they 
have  the  capital,  equipment,  know  how  and 
the  right  to  produce  a  commodity  on  it;  and 
they  forego  the  return  from  this  output. 

Payments  are  not  net  profit  or  subsidy. 
Payments  are  in  lieu  of  income  the  producer 
would  have  received  from  raising  crops  on 
acreage  held  out  of  production,  or  to  prevent 
losses  which  would  occur  to  our  endowment 
of  soil  and  water  resources  for  future  gen¬ 
erations  in  the  absence  of  needed  conserva¬ 
tion  measures. 

In  all  cases,  payments  are  in  direct  propor¬ 
tion  to  the  farmer’s  contribution.  Clearly, 
a  payments  limitation  would  prevent  partici¬ 
pation  in  programs  by  the  larger  producers. 
No  useful  purpose  would  be  served  and  sup¬ 
ply  adjustment  could  not  be  accomplished 
by  forcing  such  producers  out  of  our  pro¬ 
grams.  Their  nonparticipation  would,  in¬ 
stead,  result  in  increased  costs  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  less  effective  programs,  and  perhaps 
a  complete  collapse  of  our  present  programs 
in  a  few  years. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  prepared  re¬ 
marks  of  the  junior  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  who  is  neces¬ 
sarily  absent,  concerning  the  amendment 
offered  today  by  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Brewster]  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

National  Policy  Against  Bigness? 

(Statement  by  Senator  Talmadge) 

If  we  proposed  to  place  limitations  upon 
government  payments  to  farmers  because  of 
the  size  of  the  individual  operation,  we 
should  clearly  recognize  the  nature  of  the 
issue.  It  is  not  whether  subsidies  are  good 
or  bad.  It  is  whether  subsidies  should  be 
used  as  a  means  of  discrimination  against  the 
larger  individual  farmers,  who  produce  the 
bulk  of  our  crops. 

This  would  be  an  extremely  dangerous 
move,  not  simply  for  agriculture  but  for  the 
nation.  It  is  not  in  keeping  with  American 
tradition  to  oppose  bigness  as  such,  in  busi¬ 
ness,  industry  and  agriculture.  We  oppose 
bigness  only  where  it  restrains  progress  or 
otherwise  harms  public  interest.  But  there 
is  no  contention  that  the  large  farms  do  any 
such  thing.  Much  of  our  progress  in  agri¬ 
culture,  as  in  any  other  field,  has  been  the 
result  of  bigness  and  the  efficiency  that  nor¬ 
mally  goes  with  it. 

In  awarding  Defense  contracts — which 
necessarily  contain  various  forms  of  sub¬ 
sidy —  does  our  government  avoid  our  giant 
corporations?  Of  course  not.  We  are  de- 
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lighted  to  award  billions  in  contracts  to  such 
outstanding  firms  as  General  Dynamics, 
General  Electric,  Boeing,  North  American 
Aviation,  Lockheed,  General  Motors  and 
Westinghouse.  We  are  grateful  that  we  have 
these  big  corporations  with  their  enormous 
potential  for  equipping  our  defense  estab¬ 
lishments. 

In  this  country  we  have  a  long  history  of 
subsidization  in  the  national  interest.  It  be¬ 
gan  with  the  very  first  Congress,  in  1789, 
when  subsidies  were  established  to  encour¬ 
age  American  shipping.  Today  the  subsi¬ 
dies  for  American  shipping  are  heavier  than 
ever.  For  example,  subsidies  on  ship  opera¬ 
tions  averaged  almost  $180  million  a  year 
from  1960  through  1964.  Subsidies  on  ship 
construction  average  almost  $100  million  a 
year  in  the  same  period. 

And  is  there  any  discrimination,  based 
on  size,  in  the  subsidy  the  various  shipping 
companies  may  receive?  Of  course  not. 
There  is  no  discrimination  because  of  the 
size  of  the  contract  or  the  size  of  the  com¬ 
pany- with  whom  the  contract  is  made. 

And  what  about  the  billions  that  have 
been  spent  on  mail  subsidies?  Have  we  had 
limitations  here  based  on  size?  Of  course 
not.  A  big  magazine  like  Life — which  is  con¬ 
stantly  taking  aim  at  the  “farm  subsidies” — 
gets  the  same  benefits  of  the  mail  subsidies 
as  the  small  publications.  On  the  basis  of  a 
post  office  estimate  made  a  number  of  years 
ago,  the  mail  subsidy  for  Life  (in  1956)  was 
about  $9  y2  million,  compared  with  only 
about  $800*thousand  for  Coronet. 

What  I  am  saying  is  that  the  question  of 
price  support  limitation  for  farmers  goes  far 
beyond  agriculture  itself.  If  we  should 
arbitrarily  set  a  limitation  on  a  farmer’s  size 
and  opportunity,  we  should  be  opening  the 
door  to  the  same  kind  of  penalty  on  bigness 
and  efficiency  throughout  the  rest  of  our 
economy. 

Today  the  government  has  massive  powers 
to  influence  our  economy  for  better  or  for 
worse.  There  are  so  many  different  sub¬ 
sidies  that  it  takes  eight  pages  simply  to 
list  them  in  a  recent  Joint  Economic  Com¬ 
mittee  report  entitled  “Subsidy  and  Sub¬ 
sidy-Effect  Program  of  the  U.S.  Government.” 

There  is  no  way  to  set  up  a  total  amount 
of  the  subsidies  paid.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  estimates  its  current  subsidy  expendi¬ 
ture  at  something  over  $7  billion  a  year  but 
this  does  not  even  begin  to  take  into  account 
the  many  hidden  subsidy  benefits  that  are 
associated  with  such  things  as  tariffs,  deple¬ 
tion  allowances,  accelerated  amortization  of 
facilities,  investment  credit,  etc. 

The  Federal  Government,  of  course,  has 
virtually  unlimited  powers  over  every  form 
of  economic  activity.  And  if  we  now  decide 
to  use  this  power  to  penalize  bigness  and  ef¬ 
ficiency  in  a  basic  industry  such  as  agricul¬ 
ture,  how  long  will  it  be  before  this  same 
principle  is  applied  in  the  rest  of  our  eco¬ 
nomy? 

Price  support  limitation  based  on  size  of 
a  farm  is  unsound  and  dangerous.  It  flies 
in  the  teeth  of  our  American  tradition.  It 
should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time.  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time  on  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  been  yielded  back,  the  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment,  as  modi¬ 
fied,  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland.  On 
this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 
Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
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Bass],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  and  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers]  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  would  each 
vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Bass]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  would  vote 
“yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Talmadge]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  .  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper], 
the  Senators  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis 
and  Mr.  Hruska],  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Griffin],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Griffin]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis]  .  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  28, 
nays  53,  as  follows: 

[No.  139  Leg.] 

YEAS— 28 


Allott 

Dominick 

Nelson 

Bayh 

Douglas 

Prouty 

Bennett 

Hartke 

Proxmire 

Bible 

Hickenlooper 

Ribicoff 

Boggs 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Robertson 

Brewster 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Williams,  N.J. 

Burdick 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Williams,  Del. 

Cannon 

Lausche 

Young,  Ohio 

Case 

McIntyre 

Church 

Morton 

NAYS— 53 

Aiken 

Dirksen 

Fulbright 

Bartlett 

Eastland 

Harris 

Byrd,  Va. 

Ellender 

Hart 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Ervin 

Hayden 

Carlson 

Fannin 

Hill 

Cotton 

Fong 

Holland 

Inouye 

Monroney 

Russell,  S.C. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Montoya 

Russell,  Ga. 

Kuchel 

Morse 

Saltonstall 

Long,  Mo. 

Moss 

Simpson 

Long,  La. 

Mundt 

Smith 

Mansfield 

Murphy 

Stennis 

McCarthy 

Muskie 

Symington 

McClellan 

Neuberger 

Thurmond 

McGovern 

Pastore 

Tydings 

Metcalf 

Pearson 

Yarborough 

Miller 

Pell 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Mondale 

Randolph 

NOT  VOTING— 

-19 

Anderson 

Griffin 

Scott 

Bass 

Gruening 

Smathers 

Clark 

Hruska 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Jackson 

Talmadge 

Curtis 

Javits 

Tower 

Dodd 

Magnuson 

Gore 

McGee 

So  Mr.  Brewster’s  amendment,  as 
modified,  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  call  up  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  644 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  18,  line  7,  strike  out  “$100,000,- 
000”  and  insert  In  lieu  thereof  “$125,000,- 
000”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  yield  him¬ 
self? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  yield  myself  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  which 
I  have  offered  seeks  to  increase  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  food  stamp  plan,  or 
program,  by  $25  million. 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  has 
recommended  a  total  appropriation  of 
$125  million  to  operate  the  food  stamp 
program  in  fiscal  year  1967. 

Participation  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal 
year  1967  totaled  between  1.2  and  1.3 
million  people — 325  project  areas  are 
now  in  operation,  and  14  areas  are  sched¬ 
uled  to  open  shortly.  It  is  now  esti¬ 
mated  that  $120  million  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  finance  the  program  in  these 
areas  for  the  full  fiscal  year.  The  $125 
million  approved  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  would  obviously  permit  only  a 
minimal  expansion. 

In  enacting  the  Food  Stamp  Act  in 
1964,  Congress  contemplated  a  gradual, 
orderly  expansion  until  the  program 
reached  all  States  and  all  communities 
that  wanted  the  program.  In  line  with 
this  approach,  the  program  was  ex¬ 
panded  during  fiscal  year  1966  from  an 
initial  total  of  110  areas,  at  the  beginning 
of  the  fiscal  year,  to  the  present  325. 
The  number  of  people  participating  al¬ 
most  doubled — from  just  over  600,000  to 
more  than  1.2  million. 

The  States  are  geared  to  this  gradual 
expansion.  They  have  filed  requests  on 
behalf  of  more  than  400  areas.  The  low- 
income  families  in  these  areas  need  food 
assistance.  Although  our  general  level 
of  prosperity  is  high,  many  families  are 
not  participating  fully.  Even  the  $150 
million  requested  will  mean  that  some 


counties  will  remain  on  the  waiting  list 
at  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year. 

The  $150  million  I  am  requesting  is 
within  the  budget  request  recommended 
by  the  President. 

We  have  an  odd  situation  here  today 
in  this  appropriation  bill.  I  thoroughly 
approve  the  committee’s  action  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  school  lunch  and  special 
milk  programs  but  I  cannot  agree  with 
their  action  in  reducing  the  recom¬ 
mended  level  of  funding  for  the  food 
stamp  program.  My  amendment  re¬ 
stores  the  full  $150  million  requested  for 
this  program.  I  will  support  a  move  to 
provide  the  full  $150  million  requested 
for  this  program. 

I  said  we  have  an  odd  situation  and  it 
is.  There  has  not  been  a  single  ques¬ 
tion  raised  as  to  the  effectiveness  and  the 
efficiency  with  which  this  program  is 
operated.  I  have  heard  no  one  ques¬ 
tion  its  purpose  or  doubt  its  results  in 
improving  diets  for  low-income  families. 

I  have  heard  no  one  say  that  we  should 
slow  down  its  momentum  because  there 
are  indications  of  sloppy  administration 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  or  in 
the  States  or  in  the  communities  that 
have  the  program.  We  have  heard  this 
type  of  charge  against  programs  ad¬ 
ministered  by  other  agencies. 

We  passed  the  Food  Stamp  Act  in  1964. 
That  act  contained  an  authorization  of 
$200  million  for  this  fiscal  year.  The 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  not  asked 
us  to  go  that  far.  They  are  fulfilling  the 
intent  of  Congress  by  providing  an  or¬ 
derly,  equitable  expansion  of  the  program 
to  areas  of  the  country  that  want  and 
need  the  program.  The  $125  million 
proposed  by  the  committee  cut  things 
too  fine.  It  will  require  $120  million  to 
operate  the  program  in  just  those  325 
areas  now  participating  and  the  14  areas 
scheduled  to  begin  shortly.  We  are  going 
to  be  in  the  position  of  disappointing  a 
number  of  counties  that,  on  the  basis  of 
the  action  taken  in  the  other  body  with 
respect  to  this  appropriation,  had  good 
reason  to  expect  extension  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  their  people  this  year. 

Many  States  have  geared  their  finances 
in  anticipation  of  the  passage  of  the  full 
budgeted  amount  which  the  President 
recommended  of  $150  million,  the 
amount  I  propose  in  my  amendment. 

The  country  is  prosperous,  no  doubt 
of  that.  There  is  also  no  doubt  that 
thousands  of  families  need  food  assist¬ 
ance  despite  the  general  prosperity.  The 
food  stamp  program  is  a  sound,  accepted 
dignified  way  of  getting  food  assistance 
to  these  families.  We  are  not  dealing 
here  with  an  overnight  nationwide  ex¬ 
pansion  of  the  program.  We  are  propos¬ 
ing  a  moderate  expansion  to  maintain 
the  momentum  that  has  developed  and  to 
assure  the  States  and  communities  that 
we  meant  what  we  said  when  we  passed 
the  act — the  program  will  be  made 
available  in  an  orderly  manner  to  every 
State  and  community  that  wants  and 
needs  the  program. 

I  wish  to  say  without  reservation  that 
I  have  a  very  high  regard  for  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  with 
whom  I  serve  on  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture.  I  know  that  he  is  sincere  in  the 
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recommendations  that  have  been  made 
by  his  committee  to  the  Senate. 

But,  Mr.  President,  food  for  hungry 
people  should  be  the  most  important  item 
on  the  agenda  of  the  Senate.  If  we  go 
through  without  increasing  this  appro¬ 
priation  to  the  level  recommended  by  the 
President  and  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  we  are  going  to  foreclose  300  ad¬ 
ditional  areas  throughout  the  country 
who  are  waiting  for  this  bill  to  pass  in 
order  to  program  themselves  into  a  food 
program  which  will  feed  hungry  families 
throughout  the  vast  expanse  of  the 
United  States.  That  is  what  is  at  stake 
today  and  that  is  why  I  appeal  to  every 
Member  of  the  Senate,  because  many 
Members  have  counties  in  their  respec¬ 
tive  areas  where  hungry  families  are  liv¬ 
ing  and  eking  out  an  existence  from 
day  to  day  and  going  to  bed  hungry  at 
night. 

That  is  why  it  is  of  vast  importance 
that  we  enact  this  program.  The  orig¬ 
inal  intention  of  the  program  was  to  in¬ 
crease  it  gradually  and  that  is  what  we 
are  requesting  by  this  amendment:  to 
attempt  to  bring  it  up  to  the  level  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  the  level  that  has  been 
worked  out  by  the  States  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Unless  we  do  this  many  communities 
will  be  disappointed.  But  more  impor¬ 
tantly,  many  families  who  are  going 
hungry  will  be  deprived  of  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  feed  their  families  and  nourish 
their  families  properly  so  they  can  com¬ 
pete  in  American  society  with  dignity 
and  respect. 

That  is  what  is  at  stake.  That  is  why 
I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
today. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  for  2  minutes? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
tremendous  sympathy  for  the  amend¬ 
ment.  It  is  meritorious,  so  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  in  every  respect. 

However,  I  wish  to  say  this:  In  my 
16  years  in  the  Senate  I  have  never  met  a 
man  who  is  more  considerate,  more  com¬ 
passionate  or  understanding,  than  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland].  He,  least  of  all  men,  would 
want  any  man,  woman  or  child  to  go 
hungry.  I  know  whatever  he  does,  he 
does  conscientiously,  seriously,  sincerely 
and  he  feels  that  what  the  committee  has 
done  is  adequate  in  every  respect. 

But  there  are  two  sides  to  the  story. 
I  have  been  told  that  there  are  some 
communities  in  my  own  beloved  State 
of  Rhode  Island  that  will  have  to  go 
without  this  help,  unless  the  amount  is 
increased. 

I  have  every  confidence,  after  informal 
discussions  with  the  proponent  of  the 
amendment  and  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  that 
before  the  time  expires  on  this  amend¬ 
ment  a  proper  adjustment  will  be  made 
which  will  be  satisfactory  to  carry  out 
the  intent  and  the  desire  of  the  Senate 
where  human  needs  are  involved. 

I  am  told  that  there  are  several  com¬ 
munities  in  my  State  that  will  face  hard¬ 
ship  if  this  help  is  not  increased.  That 


information  comes  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

It  predicates  a  measure  of  suffering 
that  need  not  be — and  must  not  be. 

I  compliment  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya] 
for  offering  the  amendment,  and  I .  ex¬ 
press  my  appreciation  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land]  who  has  listened  today  with  com¬ 
passion.  I  know  he  will  act  with  justice 
and  equity  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  to  me 
for  5  minutes? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  for 
5  minutes. 

INCREASED  APPROPRIATIONS  NEEDED  FOR  FEDERAL 
FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  wish  to  express  my  whole¬ 
hearted  support  for  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Montoya]  to  increase  the  appro¬ 
priations  in  fiscal  year  1967  for  the  Fed¬ 
eral  food  stamp  program.  The  fiscal 
year  1967  appropriation  bill  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  provides  $100 
million  for  the  program  with  another 
$25  to  $30  million  expected  in  carryover 
funds  from  fiscal  year  1966.  I  am  re¬ 
liably  informed  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  contributed  toward  the 
operation  of  this  program  in  324  counties 
in  the  country.  Another  300  counties 
have  requested  approval  in  the  program 
in  fiscal  year  1967.  I  am  told  that  it  has 
been  estimated  that  $150  million  is  need¬ 
ed  to  operate  the  program  in  the  624 
counties  for  fiscal  year  1967,  so  it  appears 
that  the  funds  approved  will  not  equal 
the  needs  in  the  counties  already  ap¬ 
proved. 

Mr.  President,  the  State  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  has  long  realized  the  benefits  of 
this  highly  worthwhile  program.  It  was 
begun  as  a  pilot  operation  in  May  1961, 
in  McDowell  County  of  West  Virginia 
and  has  since  been  extended  to  17  other 
counties  in  my  State. 

Although  West  Virginia  has  seen  some 
improvement  in  its  unemployment  sit¬ 
uation — due  to  the  Appalachian  regional 
development  program — we  are  still  faced 
with  the  unsolved  problem  of  assisting 
our  people  with  severe  needs  of  survival 
in  the  small  rural  communities  which 
have  not  benefited  from  the  major  de¬ 
velopmental  projects. 

For  this  reason,  we  have  requested 
that  the  food  stamp  program  be  extended 
to  another  14  counties — many  of  which 
are  the  so-called  pockets  of  unemploy¬ 
ment.  These  counties  all  have  small  out- 
of-the-way  communities  where  elderly 
persons  reside  by  themselves  and  where 
men  who  have  the  skills  of  coal  miners, 
have  not  been  able  to  find  other  jobs  in 
other  areas. 

It  is  estimated  that  some  7,000  house¬ 
holds  and  25,000  persons  in  these  coun¬ 
ties  could  benefit  from  the  program. 

However,  if  the  appropriations  for 
fiscal  year  1967  are  not  sufficient  to  main¬ 
tain  the  program  in  the  counties  al¬ 
ready  approved,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how 
it  may  be  extended  to  still  more  coun¬ 
ties,  not  yet  approved. 


July  15,  1966 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Intyre  in  the  chair).  The  time  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  additional  minute  to  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  in  those  counties  where  food 
stamps  have  been  offered,  there  has  been 
ample  testimony  of  the  program’s  value. 
School  officials  readily  testify  that  chil¬ 
dren  are  more  alert  when  they  are 
properly  fed;  employment  offices  note 
that  men,  as  the  heads  of  households,  are 
more  ambitious  and  physically  fit  to  ac¬ 
cept  employment  when  it  becomes  avail¬ 
able:  doctors  report  less  chronic  illnesses 
among  the  elderly  citizens  of  the  com¬ 
munities. 

May  I  also  state  here,  that  employment 
in  West  Virginia  has  not  yet  seen  the 
same  improvement  as  it  has  elsewhere. 
The  latest  figures  for  the  State,  available 
from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor, 
indicate  that  unemployment  is  still  in 
the  6-percent  category. 

May  I  quote  one  passage  from  the 
President’s  Appalachian  Regional  Com¬ 
mission  which  made  its  report  in  1964. 
It  said : 

The  nutritional  problems  of  the  region 
persist  despite  the  dedicated  efforts  of  State 
and  Federal  officials  who  administer  the  Fed¬ 
eral  school  lunch  and  commodity  distribu¬ 
tion  programs.  Increased  funds  will'  be 
needed  to  permit  the  extension  of  the  school 
lunch  program  to  those  schools  not  now  par¬ 
ticipating.  The  commodity  distribution 
program  cannot,  however,  be  corrected  by 
simply  adding  additional  funds.  The  very 
nature  of  the  program  restricts  the  variety  of 
the  foods  distributed:  as  a  result  many 
suffer  from  a  lack  of  certain  essential 
nutrients.  The  food  stamp  program— which 
has  operated  in  selected  pilot  counties  in 
Appalachia — has  demonstrated  its  basic 
merit  in  overcoming  these  deficiencies  and 
should  be  expanded. 

The  report  is  still  correct  today  as  it 
applies  to  the  rural  areas  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  They  need  the  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  congratulate  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  on  his  vision  in 
offering  this  amendment  and  thank  him 
for  the  time  he  has  yielded  to  me  to  make 
these  remarks. 

I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  adopt  the 
pending  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
list  of  those  counties  in  West  Virginia 
which  would  participate  in  the  food 
stamp  program  during  fiscal  year  1967, 
if  the  pending  amendment  is  adopted. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

Counties  in  West  Virginia  which  would 
participate  in  the  food  stamp  program  dur¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  1967  if  the  amendment  is 
adopted : 

OTHER  AREAS  THAT  HAVE  REQUESTED  THE 
PROGRAM 

Cabell  County,  Mr.  Hechler. 

Calhoun  County,  Mr.  Moore. 

Gilmer  County,  Mr.  Moore. 

Jackson  County,  Mr.  Hechler. 

Lewis  County,  Mr.  Moore. 

Pendleton  County,  Mr.  Staggers. 
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Pocahontas  County,  Mr.  Staggers. 

Putnam  County,  Mr.  Hechler. 

Randolph  County,  Mr.  Staggers. 

Roane  County,  Mr.  Hechler. 

Upshur  County,  Mr.  Staggers. 

Wirt  County,  Mr.  Hechler. 

Wood  County,  Mr.  Hechler. 

Mason  County,  Mr.  Hechler. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  have  heard  refer¬ 
ence  made  to  some  324  areas  now  receiv¬ 
ing  benefits  from  this  program.  By 
areas,  does  the  Senator  mean  counties 
within  the  United  States? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes.  Governmen¬ 
tal  units,  either  municipalities  or  coun¬ 
ties. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  see.  Then,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  information  I  have,  there 
are  some  20  counties  in  Arkansas  which 
have  made  application  for  participation 
in  the  program.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  if  only  $125  million  is  appro¬ 
priated,  which  is  the  amount  in  the 
Senate  bill,  that  possibly  none  of  these 
counties  would  be  able  to  participate  be¬ 
cause  there  would  not  be  ample  funds  to 
include  them  in  the  program? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Do  I  further  cor¬ 
rectly  understand  that  if  the  amount  of 
the  budget  is  appropriated,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  the  Senator  seeks  to  go  no  fur¬ 
ther  in  the  budget  recommended  to  the 
President  and  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  up  to  $150  million? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  the  budget. 
My  understanding  is  that  if  that  amount 
is  appropriated,  then  some  5  or  6, 
possibly,  of  the  20  counties  in  Arkansas 
which  have  applied  would  be  able  to  par¬ 
ticipate,  but  if  we  do  not  go  to  the  budget, 
then  there  could  be  no  new  counties 
added  in  my  State;  is  that  substantially 
correct? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  I  stated  in  my  remarks  that  there 
would  be  only  minimal  expansion.  That 
is  hardly  any  expansion  at  all. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Under  the  $125 
million  appropriation? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  That  is  correct. 
But  if  we  get  the  full  funding,  then  most 
of  the  counties  in  the  Senator’s  State 
which  have  applied  would  be  programed. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  know 
whether  most  of  those  20  counties  have 
applied. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  do  not  know  how 
many  have  been  certified  pending  this 
appropriation.  The  Senator  has  that 
information. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  In  my  State,  it 
may  be  five  or  six  which  possibly  would 
be  included  in  the  program.  Unless  this 
is  granted,  they  would  not  be  included. 

I  heard  something  said  on  the  floor 
a  moment  ago,  possibly  in  the  course  of 
debate  on  the  Senator’s  amendment, 
that  some  effort  is  being  made  to  work 
out  something  which  will  be  agreeable 
and  satisfactory. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  am  hopeful  that 
such  an  agreement  can  be  made. 


Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  not  in  the 
confidence  of  those  who  are  undertaking 
to  bring  about  an  agreement  on  this 
question,  but  I  hope  that  such  an  agree¬ 
ment  can  be  made  and  worked  out  sat¬ 
isfactorily  so  that  a  number  of  counties 
which  are  anxious  to  participate,  and 
are  eligible  to  participate,  counties  in 
which  families  reside  that  the  Senator 
has  described,  should  be  receiving  bene¬ 
fits  the  same  as  other  families  in  a  com¬ 
parable  position.  I  hope  that  such  an 
arrangement  will  be  worked  out.  If  not, 

I  shall  enthusiastically  support  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  because  I  believe  that 
the  program,  where  it  can  be  extended, 
should  be  extended  at  least  up  to  the 
budget  recommendations. 

If  we  are  going  to  bring  about  some 
reduction  in  the  budget  and  try  to  hold 
down  expenditures,  I  believe  I  would 
rather  reduce  it  in  some  other  area 
where  a  program  is  just  getting  under¬ 
way,  where  there  is  not  much  experience, 
and  we  are  not  certain  they  are  oper¬ 
ating  on  behalf  of  those  for  whom  the 
benefits  are  intended. 

We  know  that  those  who  are  in  need 
of  assistance  are  being  reached.  As  the 
Senator  knows,  there  has  been  no  criti- 
ism  of  the  administration  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  up  to  now.  We  can  have  full  con¬ 
fidence  and  assurance  that  whatever  we 
appropriate  will  go  toward  providing 
the  benefits  we  seek  to  bring  about. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  valuable  contribution. 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MONDALE.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico  and 
commend  him  for  his  leadership  on  this 
important  issue. 

I  am  proud  to  serve  with  him  on  the 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee.  His 
leadership  on  this  issue  is  typical  of  his 
creativity,  the  dedication  he  gives  to 
American  agriculture,  and  to  the  proper 
application  of  the  abundance  of  Amer¬ 
ican  agriculture  in  the  American  society, 
and  in  shipping  food  overseas. 

At  present,  in  Minnesota,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  there  are  12  counties  which  are 
in  operation.  Since  June  1st  of  this 
year,  3  more  counties  have  been  added 
to  the  list.  Hennepin  County  will  be 
added  on  August  1st,  making  a  total  of 
16  counties  presently  or  which  will  be 
in  operation  during  the  current  year. 

In  addition,  there  are  16  addi¬ 
tional  counties — Renville,  Lyon,  Dakota, 
Benton,  Clearwater,  Otter  Tail,  Wash¬ 
ington,  Pipestone,  Wright,  Polk,  Roseau, 
Chisago,  Atkin,  Pine,  Chippewa — which 
have  requested  participation  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  but  which,  under  present  circum¬ 
stances,  must  be  denied  when  the  last 
full  funding  requested  by  the  President 
is  appropriated  by  Congress. 

Is  that  the  understanding  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes.  I  am  so  in¬ 
formed  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  In  fact,  I  supplied  the  list  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MONDALE.  I  am  most  pleased  to 
join  with  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
in  what  is  a  needed  improvement  in  the 
program. 


Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  MortonI  . 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  as¬ 
sociate  myself  with  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico.  I  do  not 
think  the  problem  is  whether  or  not  we 
feed  the  hungry — we  are  going  to  do  it — 
but  how  we  feed  them.  I  think  this  is 
the  best  way  to  do  it,  rather  than  have 
somebody  drive  up  to  a  warehouse  and 
take  a  big  basket  of  groceries,  which  is 
obviously  against  our  economic  system 
and  our  distribution  of  food,  wholesale 
and  retail.  This  certainly  is  the  best  plan 
to  throw  out  of  balance,  to  a  lesser  ex¬ 
tent,  the  American  economic  system.  I 
think  it  is  so  much  better  than  providing 
gratuities  at  the  warehouse,  because  the 
retailer  and  wholesaler  are  taxpayers  and 
they  furnish  some  of  the  funds  that  go 
into  this  program. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  May  I  interject  to 
say  that,  according  to  a  study  made  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  in  the 
small  communities  where  the  Depart¬ 
ment  has  started  to  have  the  same  pro¬ 
gram,  grocery  stores  have  noticed  and 
experienced  an  8  percent  increase  of  in¬ 
take  at  the  retail  level. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Yes;  and  that  means 
a  tax  paid  at  the  local,  statewide,  and 
Federal  level. 

I  merely  say  to  the  Senator  that  we 
obviously  are  not  going  to  shirk  our  duty 
to  feed  the  hungry.  The  best  way  to  do 
it  is  through  the  plan  the  Senator  has 
offered. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  for  the  valuable  contribu¬ 
tion  he  has  made. 

I  yield  now  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
a  privilege  to  associate  myself  with  the 
amendment  sponsored  by  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico.  I  think  it  is  well 
for  us  to  realize  that,  in  reality,  this  is 
not  a  handout;  it  is  a  helping  hand. 
There  is  a  very  real  difference  between 
the  two. 

As  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Morton]  so  well  said,  this  is  a  program 
for  aiding  needy  families  to  which  the 
Senate  and  the  American  people  will 
subscribe. 

The  food  stamp  program  benefits  those 
families  who  are  receiving  some  type  of 
welfare  assistance — including  the  unem¬ 
ployables,  the  aged,  blind  persons,  the 
handicapped,  and  mothers  with  depend¬ 
ent  children.  There  is  also  food  stamp 
authorization  to  assist  other  families 
with  incomes  as  low  as  or  lower  than 
those  of  families  receiving  welfare  as¬ 
sistance,  but  who,  for  a  variety  of  rea¬ 
sons,  are  not  eligible  for  welfare  grants. 
These  may  include  persons  living  on 
small  pensions,  the  unemployed,  the  un¬ 
deremployed,  and  those  whose  training 
limits  them  to  unskilled  low-paying  em¬ 
ployment. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  may  I  inquire  how 
much  time  I  have  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mon¬ 
dale  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  has  5  minutes  remaining. 
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Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  un¬ 
der  the  program,  families  must  invest  the 
money  they  would  normally  spend  for 
food  in  the  purchase  of  food  stamps.  In 
return,  they  receive  additional  stamps 
without  charge.  The  normal  food  budget 
continues  to  be  spent  for  food.  But,  as 
we  know,  the  normal  food  budget  for 
low-income  families  cannot  meet  finan¬ 
cially  the  nutritional  requirements  for  a 
sound  diet.  Thus,  one  of  the  principal 
objectives  of  the  food  stamp  program 
which  has  been  very  successful  in  West 
Virginia  is  to  stimulate  the  use  of  more 
nutritious  food  for  low-income  families. 

I  am  told  that  during  fiscal  1966  the 
food  stamp  program  was  expanded  to 
about  1.3  million  eligible  persons  in  ap¬ 
proved  areas  throughout  the  country. 
The  budget  request  of  $150  million — the 
figure  in  the  House  bill  which  our  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  would  reduce  to 
$125  million — would  permit  further  ex¬ 
pansion  to  thousands  of  needy  people  lo¬ 
cated  in  approximately  300  more  areas. 
With  the  continuing  improvement  in  em¬ 
ployment  in  larger  and  more  industri¬ 
alized  areas,  States  have  placed  a  pri¬ 
ority  on  making  the  program  operative 
in  smaller  and  more  rural  areas.  This  is 
indicated  and  vital  in  West  Virginia. 

Hence,  enlargement  of  the  food  stamp 
program  is  important  to  our  State. 
There  are  18  counties  in  West  Virginia 
currently  participating  in  the  program, 
embracing  approximately  72,000  eligible 
persons.  But,  Mr.  President,  there  are 
14  priority  counties  with  pending  appli¬ 
cations  certified  by  the  State  welfare 
agency.  The  number  of  counties  across 
the  Nation  awaiting  approval  is  approxi¬ 
mately  400.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
to  enable  participation  by  any  substan¬ 
tial  number  of  these  additional  counties 
it  is  necessary  that  the  budget  request 
of  $150  million  be  approved.  The  pend¬ 
ing  applications  may  affect  as  many  as 
28,000  needy  persons. 

Mr.  President,  Gov.  Hulett  C.  Smith, 
of  West  Virginia,  has  telephoned  to  ex¬ 
press  his  concern  that  the  food  stamp 
program  funding  recommended  by  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  is  in¬ 
adequate.  Governor  Smith,  through  the 
responsible  State  agencies,  has  directed 
successful  and  effective  food  stamp  proj¬ 
ects.  He  indicated  the  pressing  need  for 
programs  in  the  14  additional  priority 
counties  in  West  Virginia. 

I  support  the  amendment  of  the  ca¬ 
pable  and  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya]  .  He  is  to  be 
commended  for  his  alertness  in  moving 
forward  with  this  worthy  effort.  I  am 
hopeful  that  the  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  restore  the  food  stamp  appro¬ 
priation  to  the  $150  million  budget  level, 
thus  providing  the  means  through  which 
food  stamps  may  be  extended  to  thou¬ 
sands  of  needy  citizens  on  a  realistic 
basis — not  by  a  handout  but  by  a  helping 
hand  from  Government. 

I  support  the  amendment.  I  trust 
that  the  Senate  will  not  so  much  over¬ 
ride  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
on  this  matter,  but  will  realize  the  valid¬ 
ity  of  the  proposal  which  is  advanced. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  thank  my  good 


friend  from  West  Virginia  for  his  con¬ 
tribution. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  without  sympathy  for  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  and  supported  by  other  Sen¬ 
ators.  The  Record  should  clearly  show 
what  has  happened  in  this  matter. 

First,  the  Senator  from  Florida  was 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  the  legislative 
committee  which  studied,  reported,  and 
supported  to  passage  the  Food  Stamp 
Act.  The  Senator  from  Florida  has  been 
and  is  in  sympathy  with  the  purpose  of 
that  bill. 

Second,  last  year  the  agency  asked  us 
for  $100  million.  We  provided  the  full 
amount.  We  were  assured  that  it  would 
be  spent  in  fiscal  year  1966.  To  the  con¬ 
trary,  only  $70  million  of  that  amount 
was  spent;  $30  million  remains  unex¬ 
pended. 

When  the  agency  requested  $150  mil¬ 
lion  this  year,  they  later  told  us  that 
they  would  have  a  carryover  of  $25  mil¬ 
lion,  meaning  that  they  were  asking  for 
twice  the  amount  they  had  expended  in 
fiscal  1966. 

The  committee  thought  that  that  was 
a  little  big  for  a  step-up,  so  we  suggested 
an  appropriation  in  the  amount  which 
is  provided  in  the  bill,  in  addition  we 
provided  for  the  reappropriation  of  the 
unexpended  $25  million. 

Now  we  find  that  the  agency  has  made 
a  larger  mistake  and  has  a  $30  million 
carryover. 

I  have  told  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  that  it  seems  to  me  we 
are  being  very  generous  toward  this  ob¬ 
jective  if  we  double  the  appropriation 
that  was  actually  spent  last  year,  from 
$70  to  $140  million.  So  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  am  not  disposed  to  be  ungen¬ 
erous  with  this  program  but  the  sub¬ 
ject  was  heard  by  the  full  committee. 

I  am  disposed  to  step  up  the  amount 
to  $140  million,  which  is  $70  million 
more  than  was  spent  last  year,  in  spite 
of  the  fact  that  we  are  at  the  highest 
period  of  employment  we  have  had.  This 
would  be  accomplished  by  a  step-up  of 
the  direct  appropriation  from  $100  to 
$110  million,  and  by  stepping  up  the 
reappropriated  amount,  as  is  found  in 
the  bill,  from  $25  to  $30  million.  It 
seems  to  me  that  that  is  about  as  gen¬ 
erous  as  our  distinguished  friends  could 
expect  us  to  be.  That  will  still  leave  in 
conference  with  the  House  the  difference 
between  $140  and  $150  million. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  modify  my  amendment 
accordingly,  and  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  I  may  do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mon¬ 
dale  in  the  chair) .  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  not  been  ordered  on  the  amend¬ 
ment,  so  the  Senator  has  a  right  to 
modify  his  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  would  mean 
that  the  Senator  would  step  up  the  first 
amount  from  $100  million  to  $110  million, 
and  the  second  from  $25  million  to 
$30  million? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  would  have  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  so  modified. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  sincerely  thank  the 
Senator  from  Florida  for  making  this 
concession.  I  want  it  clearly  understood 
that  my  remarks  were  not  intended  to 
cast  any  reflection  upon  the  Senator’s 
integrity  or  his  feeling  for  hungry  people. 
He  is  doing  the  job  as  he  sees  it  in  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations.  I  know 
that  in  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  he  has  always  exhibited  a  com¬ 
passionate  heart  for  the  hungry,  poor 
people  of  the  country.  I  thank  him  for 
accepting  this  compromise  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  it  the 
understanding  of  the  Chair  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  has  modified  his 
amendment  as  indicated  by  the  Senator 
from  Florida? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
read  for  the  Record  the  modified  amend¬ 
ment — at  least  as  I  understand  it? 

On  page  18,  line  7,  strike  out  “$100  million’’ 
and  insert  “$110  million”;  and  on  page  18, 
line  8,  strike  out  “$25  million”  and  insert 
“$30  million.” 

That  is  the  latest  estimate  on  the 
amount  of  the  carryover. 

Is  that  the  Senator’s  understanding? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Yes;  except  I  wish 
to  say  this,  to  conclude  my  remarks:  I 
commend  the  two  Senators  from  West 
Virginia,  who  have  manifested  great  in¬ 
terest  in  this  amendment,  and  have  lent 
me  considerable  advice.  In  fact.  West 
Virginia  was  the  first  food  stamp  area 
certified  by  the  late  President  Kennedy 
in  1961. 

Because  of  their  interest,  and  because 
of  the  interest  manifested  by  other  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senators  here,  I  have  offered 
the  amendment,  and  I  am  deeply  grate¬ 
ful  to  the  Senator  from  Florida,  as  well 
as  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island, 
who  has  been  greatly  interested  and  has 
contributed  to  the  solution  of  this  prob¬ 
lem. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  happy  to  have 
been  able  to  work  the  matter  out  with 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

I  now  yield  such  time  on  the  bill  as  he 
wishes  to  the  Senator  from  Kansas  l Mr. 
Carlson], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  all 
time  yielded  back  on  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  been  yielded  back,  the  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  as  modified. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  as  modified  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia. 
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Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  for  his 
dedicated  efforts  in  bringing  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Appropriations  bill  to  the  Senate 
floor. 

He  has  been  sympathetically  under¬ 
standing  and  cooperative.  I  know  of  his 
knowledgeability  and  interest  in  the 
problems  of  Appalachia.  I  know  him  to 
be  a  dedicated  Senator  with  an  abiding 
concern  for  people. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  now  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  the  courtesy  of  the 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  Appropriations,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  in 
yielding  to  me. 

I  wish  to  discuss  with  him  briefly  the 
amounts  of  money  involved  and  the  lan¬ 
guage  written  into  the  bill  regarding  one 
of  the  appropriations  in  which  I  am 
grealy  interested — the  watershed  proj¬ 
ects. 

A  very  excellent  article  by  John  B. 
Reubens,  managing  editor,  was  recently 
carried  in  the  Central  States  Construc¬ 
tion  magazine,  from  which  I  quote  as 
follows: 

Watershed  projects  are  initiated  by  local 
groups  and  directed  by  a  local  board.  Under 
Public  Law  566,  the  Hope-Aiken  Act  of  1956. 
federal  funds  are  available  to  pay  for  costs 
of  construction  but  the  local  people  must 
provide  right-of-way,  water  rights,  land 
rights  and  maintain  the  completed  project. 
If  structures  cost  less  than  $250,000,  they 
can  be  approved  at  the  state  level;  other¬ 
wise,  the  watershed  plan  must  go  to  the 
appropriate  committee  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
and  House  for  approval. 

Congress  itself  makes  a  yearly  identified 
appropriation  to  finance  Soil  Conservation 
Service  work  on  watershed  protection.  After 
salaries,  in  fiscal  1966,  there  was  $54  million 
available  for  construction  and  another  $5.9 
million  marked  for  watershed  planning. 
According  to  experts,  this  was  adequate  be¬ 
cause  the  SCS  engineering  staff  cannot  han¬ 
dle  much  more  work  than  these  funds  will 
permit.  For  fiscal  1967,  about  $55  million 
was  available  for  construction  and  $6.1  mil¬ 
lion  set  aside  for  planning. 

At  this  point,  executive  interference  with 
Congressional  decision  intervened.  The  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  managed  to  get  a  direc¬ 
tive  written  into  the  appropriation  act,  re¬ 
ducing  the  long-standing  annual  allowance 
of  100  projects  planned  and  80  under  con¬ 
struction  to  50  under  planning  and  35  under 
construction.  This,  for  the  entire  United 
States. 

When  we  consider  that  there  are  469  water¬ 
shed  districts,  completed  or  under  construc¬ 
tion  in  the  United  States,  and  that  there 
were  2400  applications  for  districts  on  file 
as  of  January  1966,  this  limitation  is  un¬ 
believable.  At  the  rate  fixed  by  the  Budget 
boys,  it  would  take  48  years  to  dispose  of 
the  planning  backlog  alone.  Worse  yet,  since 
a  large  watershed  may  require  as  much  as 
8  years  to  complete  its  structures,  time  to 
construct  even  projects  already  approved 
would  extend  infinitely.  This  is  not  what 
the  Congress  wanted  or  wrote  into  the  law. 


As  I  understand  it,  from  reading  the 
report,  there  has  been  a  reduction  in  the 
number  of  projects  that  can  be  com¬ 
pleted  under  the  President’s  proposal, 
and  also  certain  limitations  on  the  fund. 
I  would  appreciate  any  comments  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  could  make 
on  that  matter. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  request,  and  also  the  in¬ 
terest  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Kansas  has  shown  in  this  matter.  It  is 
a  matter  which  has  caused  a  great  deal 
of  concern  to  the  committee. 

The  committee  is  in  favor  of  the  small 
watershed  program.  We  have  found 
through  the  years,  however,  that  we 
have  been  making  disproportionate  ap¬ 
propriations  for  planning  of  new  proj¬ 
ects,  in  comparison  with  the  money  we 
have  made  available  to  carry  out  the 
advanced  plans  and  perform  the  con¬ 
struction  work.  We  have  complained  of 
this  in  earlier  years.  This  year,  we  de¬ 
cided  the  best  way  was  to  take  this 
dilemma  by  the  horns  and  step  up  the 
appropriation  for  construction,  which 
we  did  by  $2  million,  we  also  reduced  the 
number  of  new  projects  which  can  be 
worked  on  this  year  to  60,  because  the 
backlog  of  planned  projects  has  grown 
steadily  year  by  year  until  we  are  several 
years  behind. 

That  obviously  is  not  an  unreason¬ 
able  way  to  approach  the  program,  and 
I  hope  the  distinguished  Senator  will  feel 
that  our  giving  $2  million  more  for  con¬ 
struction  is  proof  positive  of  our  interest 
in  the  program  and  of  our  desire  to  see  it 
go  ahead  more  rapidly  than  heretofore. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  the  statement  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland],  because  I  know  of  no  one  who 
has  had  greater  interest  in  this  field  than 
he.  Therefore,  I  fully  accept  his  re¬ 
sponse,  and  appreciate  it  greatly. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  may  say  that  several 
members  of  our  committee  were  greatly 
interested  in  this  subject,  some  of  whom 
I  see  on  the  floor.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Colorado,  who  was 
one  of  those  so  interested. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much.  I  was  one  of  those  who  were 
very  much  interested  in  this  matter.  On 
first  hand,  cursory  examination,  it  did 
appear  that  the  committee  was  doing  an 
injustice.  The  explanation  the  Senator 
from  Florida  has  given  here  is  the  one 
that  was  given  in  the  committee. 

There  is  one  other  thing  which  he  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  committee,  which  I  think 
should  be  brought  out  for  the  Record 
here.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  in  some  in¬ 
stances  the  planning  had  proceeded  so 
rapidly  ahead  of  the  construction  that 
they  had  actually  had  to  do  some  replan¬ 
ning  on  projects  which  had  already  been 
completely  planned  at  one  time? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  statement  was 
made  by  my  distinguished  friend,  the 


Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  , 
the  ranking  minority  member,  who  has 
several  times  told  me  that  was  the 
case.  I  am  very  sure  that  it  is  the  case, 
and  it  would  logically  have  to  be.  When 
you  have  plans  developed  years  in  ad¬ 
vance,  by  the  time  you  reach  the  con¬ 
struction  stage,  there  are  different  devel¬ 
opments  in  the  area  on  the  local  lands 
and  farms,  and  it  naturally  requires  cer¬ 
tain  replanning. 

I  am  sure  that  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  will  recall  having  made  that 
statement. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Yes; 
the  Senator  is  correct.  Our  planning  of 
these  projects  is  ahead  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  program. 

If  you  are  planning  4  or  5  years  ahead 
of  the  time  that  construction  of  a  proj¬ 
ect  is  undertaken,  much  of  the  planning 
is  out  of  date  and  has  to  be  done  again. 
I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Florida, 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  that 
we  should  step  up  the  funds  for  con¬ 
struction,  and  ease  up  a  bit  on  the  plan¬ 
ning. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida.  I  think  it  is  a  fact  that 
when  you  plan  4  or  5  years  ahead,  it  is 
almost  a  certainty  that  you  will  have  to 
replan  before  you  can  construct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  In  the  meantime,  that  involves  ad¬ 
ditional  money,  and  it  disappoints  many 
people,  who  think  that  when  you  have 
the  plans  drawn,  that  means  construc¬ 
tion  is  imminent.  In  many  instances, 
that  has  not  been  the  case. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  the 
Senator  to  yield  at  this  time  so  that  I 
may  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  final 
passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  no  objection 
to  yielding  for  that  purpose. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  each 
year  I  have  served  in  the  Senate,  I  have 
supported  the  agriculture  appropriations 
bill,  without  which  there  would  be  no 
farm  programs.  I  intend  to  continue 
this  policy  with  respect  to  the  bill  now 
before  the  Senate. 

Even  though  I  have  disagreed  with 
some  of  these  programs  and  have  voted 
against  them,  I  nevertheless  recognize 
that  a  failure  to  appropriate  the  money 
to  continue  farm  programs  would  be  dis¬ 
astrous  to  the  agriculture  sector  of  our 
economy. 

I  might  point  out  that  a  good  many 
farmers  have  recently  become  acutely 
aware  of  the  seriousness  of  the  defects 
contained  in  some  of  these  programs — 
defects  in  the  form  of  undue  authority 
in  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  exer- 
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cise  powers  which  depress  market  prices 
of  agricultural  products.  These  powers 
should  be  far  more  carefully  regulated  by 
laws  passed  by  the  Congress  than  has 
hereof  ore  been  the  case. 

The  action  by  the  Senate  Appropri¬ 
ations  Committee  has,  in  good  measure, 
restored  some  short-sighted  reductions 
proposed  by  the  President  and  his  Budget 
Bureau. 

The  cooperative  research  service  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  State  experimental  sta¬ 
tions  would  have  been  seriously  impaired 
in  Iowa  and  in  other  States  by  the  pro¬ 
posed  reduction  of  over  $7  million,  which 
reduction  has  been  restored  along  with 
$5  million  needed  for  maintenance  of 
personnel  at  increased  salary  levels 
needed  to  meet  the  cost-of-living  increase 
caused  by  inflation  and  also  needed  to 
strengthen  the  program. 

The  proposed  reduction  of  $9,600,000 
for  distribution  to  the  States  under  the 
extension  service  program  has  been  re¬ 
jected;  a  reduction  of  $20,200  for  agri¬ 
cultural  engineering  research  at  Iowa 
State  University  has  been  restored;  elim¬ 
ination  of  $10,000  for  cooperative  beef 
cattle  breeding  research  at  Iowa  State 
University  was  rejected,  as  was  a  pro¬ 
posed  elimination  of  $10,900  for  research 
in  com  genetics  and  breeding. 

Perhaps  the  most  significant  action 
taken  by  the  bill  is  the  complete  rejection 
of  the  administration’s  proposed  cut 
from  $103  to  $21  million  for  the  special 
school  milk  program;  and  not  only  is  the 
adminstration’s  proposed  reduction  in 
the  school  lunch  program  from  $157  to 
$138  million  rejected,  but  the  program 
will  receive  an  additional  $10  million  to 
meet  the  normal  growth  requirements.  I 
might  point  out  that  I  cosponsored  a  bill 
to  maintain  our  school  milk  program  at 
current  levels,  and  this  was  covered  by 
the  recently  passed  Child  Nutrition  Act 
which  I  also  supported.  Action  by  the 
Senate  in  these  matters  indicates  a  con¬ 
sensus  that  the  administration  proposals 
to  cut  these  programs  while  at  the  same 
time  expanding  less  essential  programs 
were  not  well  founded. 

I  might  note  that  the  committee  re¬ 
port  at  pages  47  and  48  contains  lan¬ 
guage  designed  to  avoid  unnecessary  and 
time-consuming  action  by  REA-financed 
cooperatives,  and  this  should  make  more 
acceptable  the  guidelines  spelled  out  in 
the  fiscal  1964  committee  report. 

I  believe  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  has  done  a  commendable  job,  Mr. 
President,  and  I  wish,  to  commend  it  for 
placing  before  us  a  money  bill  which  is 
as  reasonable  as  one  could  expect,  taking 
into  consideration  the  programs  that 
need  to  be  funded. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
know  of  one  further  amendment,  of 
which  I  have  received  notice  that  it 
might  be  presented,  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Michigan.  I  do  not  see 


him  in  the  Chamber.  Therefore,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  indulge  the  Chair 
for  an  inquiry?  Is  the  time  to  be  charged 
against  his  side? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  suggest  that  the 
time  be  charged  to  neither  side,  Mr. 
President,  unless  there  is  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  has  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  offer. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  is  recognized. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  646 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
amendment  No.  646  and  ask  that  it  be 
stated 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  17,  line  16,  strike  out  “$167,000,000” 
and  insert  “$171,500,000”. 

Page  17,  lines  16-17,  strike  “$2,000,000”  and 
insert  “$6,500,000”. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  modify 
my  amendment  at  this  time  to  make  it 
read: 

Page  17,  line  16,  strike  out  “$167,000,000” 
and  insert  “$169,500,000". 

Page  17,  lines  16-17,  strike  $2,000,000”  and 
insert  “$4,500,000”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  so  modified. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  provide  additional 
Federal  funds  to  implement  section  11  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

The  committee  recommended  $2  mil¬ 
lion,  the  same  amount  provided  for  fiscal 
year  1966.  Last  year  $2  million  resulted 
from  action  taken  on  an  amendment 
which  I  offered  on  the  floor  and  which 
the  able  Senator  from  Florida  graciously 
accepted.  This  year  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  requested,  and  the  budget 
proposed,  an  increase  to  $6.5  million  for 
fiscal  year  1967.  My  amendment,  prior 
to  modification,  would  have  increased 
spending  under  section  11  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act  to  that  recom¬ 
mended  figure. 

It  was  in  1962  that  the  Congress  added 
section  11  to  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act.  This  section,  carrying  its  own  pro¬ 
visions  for  the  apportionment  of  funds 
among  the  States,  is  intended  to  provide 
an  extra  level  of  support  for  a  lunch 
program  in  schools  drawing  attendance 
from  particularly  needy  areas. 
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We  have  had  20  years  of  highly  suc¬ 
cessful  experience  with  the  national 
school  lunch  program.  It  is  available  to 
three-fourths  of  the  children  enrolled  in 
public  and  nonprofit  private  elementary 
and  secondary  schools.  Eighteen  million 
children  participated  in  the  program 
during  the  last  fiscal  year — about  half  of 
all  children  enrolled  in  schools  that  are 
in  the  national  school  lunch  program. 

One  of  the  requirements  made  of 
schools  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  is  that  children  who  cannot  afford 
to  pay  the  full  price  of  the  meal  must 
be  served  a  lunch  at  reduced  price  or 
free.  For  most  of  the  schools  in  the  pro¬ 
gram,  fulfilling  this  requirement  is  not 
an  undue  burden.  But  many  schools 
either  did  not  come  into  the  program  at 
all  because  they  knew  they  could  not 
finance  the  lunch  service  or,  if  they  were 
in  the  program,  could  underwrite  the 
cost  of  the  lunch  for  only  their  very 
neediest  students.  In  both  instances,  the 
children  suffer — they  are  the  ones  de¬ 
prived  of  a  program  intended  to  help 
them.  Section  11  was  aimed  at  helping 
schools  in  this  situation. 

The  $2  million  we  appropriated  for 
this  purpose  last  year  was  used  to  develop 
a  series  of  demonstration  projects — at 
least  one  in  every  State  and  the  District 
of  Columbia — to  show  what  could  be 
done  with  a  higher  rate  of  Federal  cash 
reimbursement  per  lunch  and  a  great 
deal  of  effort  and  initiative  on  the  part 
of  the  State  educational  agencies  and 
the  local  communities. 

The  level  of  Federal  support  including 
surplus  foods  provided  for  each  lunch 
was  still  less  than  half  the  cost  of  put¬ 
ting  that  lunch  on  the  table.  The  bal¬ 
ance  had  to  come  from  State  and  local 
sources  and  whatever  the  child  could 
pay. 

The  States  had  very  little  time  to  get 
the  demonstration  projects  rolling  and 
they  did  a  commendable  job.  Since  the 
Federal  cash  assistance  can  be  used  only 
for  food,  local  school  officials  and  civic 
groups  had  to  meet  other  program  costs 
as  best  they  could. 

A  total  of  831  schools  participated  in 
the  demonstration  projects.  The  enroll¬ 
ment  in  these  schools  was  325,000  chil¬ 
dren.  Nearly  137,000  children,  or  more 
than  60  percent  of  the  total  enrollment, 
participated  on  a  daily  basis.  A  total  of 
82  schools  operated  lunch  programs  for 
the  first  time.  The  average  daily  par¬ 
ticipation  was  approximately  two-thirds 
of  the  total  enrollment  in  these  82 
schools.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
a  tabulation  showing  the  number  of 
projects  by  State  and  the  number  of  chil¬ 
dren  participating  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabula¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
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Special  school  lunch  demonstration  projects  under  sec.  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act — Increases  in  participation  resulting  from 

special  assistance  payments  1 


Projects 

Average  dally  participation 

Lunch  price 

Before 
sec.  11 

After 
sec.  11 

Addi¬ 

tional 

children 

Before 
sec.  11 

After 
sec.  11 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Cents 

Cents 

Alabama _ 

16 

720 

2,546 

1,820 

2  23 

3  23 

Arizona. . 

4 

670 

1,523 

847 

27 

15 

Arkansas _ 

10 

501 

1,870 

1,315 

20 

15 

California _ 

20 

3,604 

6,971 

2,367 

31 

21 

Colorado _ _ 

3 

276 

453 

177 

30 

15 

Connecticut . __ 

1 

311 

491 

180 

35 

25 

Delaware ...  _  . 

1 

58 

113 

55 

25 

15 

District  of  Columbia. 

1 

295 

547 

252 

30 

20 

Florida . . . 

12 

3,800 

6,500 

1,700 

31 

15 

Georgia...... . 

20 

5,560 

7,356 

1,790 

25 

19 

Hawaii _ _ _ 

2 

224 

247 

23 

25 

17 

Illinois _ _ 

7 

1,  200 

1,800 

600 

24 

16 

Indiana _ 

5 

353 

697 

344 

33 

19 

Kentucky _ 

61 

11, 401 

13, 800 

2,399 

26 

18 

Louisiana . . 

13 

6,384 

8, 912 

2,528 

17 

8 

Maine..  _ _ 

4 

120 

250 

130 

27 

15 

Maryland. . . 

6 

413 

686 

273 

20 

19 

Massachusetts _ 

15 

1,  382 

2,517 

1,135 

20 

15 

Michigan _ _ 

19 

3, 407 

4, 147 

-740 

22 

14 

Minnesota . . 

6 

2,203 

2,404 

201 

21 

16 

Mississippi _ _ 

8 

1,834 

3,448 

1, 614 

19 

14 

Projects 

Average  daily  participation 

Lunch  price 

Before 
sec.  11 

After 
sec.  11 

Addi¬ 

tional 

children 

Before 
sec.  11 

After 
sec.  11 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Cents 

Cents 

Missouri . . . . 

2 

1,017 

1,151 

134 

22 

10 

New  Jersey _ 

3 

311 

362 

51 

30 

20 

New  Mexico _ 

18 

1,974 

2,163 

189 

3 19 

5 

19 

New  York  . . . 

106 

25,  809 

29,017 

3,208 

25 

22 

North  Carolina _ 

6 

2, 060 

4,991 

2,931 

23 

12 

Ohio.  .  _ _ 

5 

2,336 

2,  766 

430 

27 

17 

Oklahoma . . 

3 

1,009 

1,394 

385 

23 

18 

Oregon _ 

1 

222 

314 

92  . 

25 

15 

Pennsylvania _ 

25 

3,995 

6, 169 

1,174 

32 

15 

Rhode  Island . . 

1 

225 

776 

651 

30 

10 

South  Carolina _ 

14 

2,365 

3,  663 

1,  298 

17 

15 

South  Dakota . 

11 

744 

874 

130 

26 

20 

Tennessee _ 

78 

7,088 

8, 106 

1,018 

24 

10 

Texas _ 

31 

4,401 

8, 072 

3,671 

P) 

P) 

Utah _ _ 

2 

369 

584 

215 

20 

10 

Virginia...  _ 

13 

1,  459 

2,761 

1,302 

26 

13 

Washington _ 

2 

362 

469 

107 

28 

15 

West  Virginia . . 

23 

2, 776 

3, 195 

419 

24 

21 

Wisconsin _ 

5 

'865 

L000 

135 

23 

13 

681 

104, 169 

142,  111 

37,942 

i  Data  not  shown  tor  several  States  because  Incomplete. *  3  Not  available. 

3  Lunch  prices  not  reduced.  Special  payments  used  to  finance  additional  free  meals. 


Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  while 
complete  data  are  not  available  on  the 
level  of  participation  in  each  of  the  proj¬ 
ects  prior  to  the  pilot  program,  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  more  than  50,000  needy  chil¬ 
dren  received  lunches  for  the  first  time 
at  school. 

I  would  like  to  give  a  few  examples  as 
to  how  the  program  worked  and  what 
some  of  the  people  most  deeply  involved 
with  the  education  of  these  children 
feel: 

In  Michigan,  typical  of  immediate  re¬ 
sults  achieved  was  the  record  in  the  Pel¬ 
ham  School  in  Detroit  which  supplied 
lunches  for  the  first  time  to  437  of  its 
959  attending  children.  In  Les  Che- 
neaux  School  in  Mackinac  County  with 
526  attending  children  participation  rose 
from  256  to  308,  a  20-percent  increase. 
Similar  participation  increases  were 
noted  in  other  Michigan  schools  selected 
for  the  project. 

In  North  Carolina,  six  schools  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  demonstration  project. 
Prior  to  the  new  program,  less  than  one- 
third  of  the  total  enrollment  of  6,400 
children  were  participating  in  the  lunch 
program.  As  a  result  of  the  additional 
assistance  provided  the  student  partici¬ 
pation  increased  from  2,060  to  nearly 
5,000. 

In  California,  20  schools  were  ap¬ 
proved  for  special  assistance  with  an 
average  daily  attendance  of  13,840  chil¬ 
dren.  Here,  the  increase  in  participa¬ 
tion  as  a  result  of  reducing  the  lunch 
price  from  30  cents  to  20  cents,  was  65 
percent.  In  addition,  there  was  a  de¬ 
crease  in  the  number  of  lunches  pre¬ 
viously  served  free  because  more  chil¬ 
dren  could  afford  to  pay  the  lower  price 
for  the  lunch. 

In  Pennsylvania,  25  urban  and  rural 
schools  with  an  enrollment  of  9,000  chil¬ 
dren  were  approved  as  demonstration 
projects.  Lunch  prices  were  reduced 
from  an  average  of  31.7  cents  to  15.7 
cents  in  these  schools.  As  a  result,  the 
level  of  program  participation  increased 
by  one-third  and  the  number  of  free 
lunches  provided  more  than  doubled. 


Here  is  what  a  few  teachers  and  prin¬ 
cipals  had  to  say  as  to  the  effects  of  the 
program : 

Joseph  C.  Carroll,  Principal,  Washington 
Elementary  School,  Kenner,  Louisiana:  "I 
have  seen  a  tremendous  result  since  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  lunchroom  has  been  increased 
due  to  lowering  the  lunch  price  from  20 
cents  to  12  cents  per  child.  This  improve¬ 
ment  has  been  physically  and  scholastically 
noticed.” 

Sister  M.  Florence,  OSB,  teacher.  Our  Lady 
of  Guadalupe  School,  La  Junta,  Colorado: 
“  .  .  .  there  has  been  a  definite  increase  in 
alertness  and  attention  in  school.  Several 
children  who  habitually  fell  asleep  during 
lessons  no  longer  do  so.  One  child  used  to 
faint  periodically  from  lack  of  food.  This 
also  has  stopped.” 

L.  S.  Mosely,  Principal,  Cumberry  High 
School,  Cumberry,  North  Carolina:  "Since 
the  initiation  of  the  new  program  on  Decem¬ 
ber  1, 1965,  the  ADP  (average  daily  participa¬ 
tion)  has  more  than  doubled.  Teachers  have 
reported  better  attendance  and  improvement 
in  the  academic  work  of  the  students.  The 
morale  of  the  whole  school  is  much  higher.” 

Mrs.  Wise — School  Nurse,  Shaw  Jr.  High 
School,  Washington.  D.C.  Said  she  was  “very 
pleased  with  the  program”  and  stated  “there 
was  a  remarkable  change  in  the  students 
now  eating  in  the  cafeteria  for  the  first 
time.”  She  “reported  a  decreasing  number 
of  students  complaining  of  stomach  cramps 
(from  lack  of  food)  and  the  children  seemed 
to  be  happier.” 

R.  P.  Martin,  Superintendent  of  Public 
Instruction,  Herford  County,  North  Carolina, 
Re:  Robert  L.  Vann  School,  Abeskie,  North 
Carolina:  “The  Special  Assistance  Program 
has  enabled  the  school  to  feed  in  excess  of 
1,200  students  daily  since  December  1,  1965, 
and  the  effect  has  been  gratifying.  Pupil 
morale  is  up.  They  take  more  pride  in  their 
lunchroom  and  in  their  school.  Large  num¬ 
bers  eating  in  organized  groups  in  assigned 
areas  of  the  room  with  the  lunch  period  being 
used  as  a  teaching  and  learning  period  in 
good  eating  habits,  proper  use  of  eating 
utensils,  and  good  health  practices  is  having 
a  noticeable  effect  on  the  children.  Teachers 
report  that  children  who  were  formerly  in¬ 
attentive  in  class  due  to  lack  of  proper 
nourishment  have  shown  improvement  in 
their  class  work  and  seem  more  interested 
in  achieving  the  educational  goals  set  for 
them.  Many  of  the  children  who  formerly 
were  absent  much  of  the  time  have  improved 


attendance  records  resulting  in  better 
school  work.” 

In  the  light  of  these  results  and  these 
endorsements,  I  believe  this  program  has 
demonstrated  its  effectiveness  and  has 
justified  the  congressional  action  in 
adopting  this  special  approach  in  1962. 

I  believe  we  can  now  do  no  less  than 
continue  this  effort  at  the  present  level 
for  the  coming  school  year  by  providing 
$4.5  million. 

There  is  uniform  agreement  that  the 
program  has  been  exceptionally  wisely 
undertaken.  The  experience  with  the 
program,  as  indeed  is  reflected  in  the  re¬ 
port  filed  a  few  days  ago  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  on  the 
child  nutrition  law,  makes  clear  that 
the  program  deserves  the  fullest  support 
based  on  this  very  satisfactory  experi¬ 
ence. 

I  would  hope  that  1  year’s  additional 
experience  at  the  present  level  will  per¬ 
suade  us  substantially  to  increase  it  in 
the  years  ahead. 

The  distinguished  and  able  manager 
of  the  bill  and  chairman,  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida,  and  the  ranking 
minority  member,  Mr.  Young  of  North 
Dakota,  and  I  have  reviewed  the  objec¬ 
tive  that  is  sought  to  be  attained  by  the 
amendment.  I  believe  they  concur  in 
the  $4.5  million  figure.  The  amendment, 
I  hope,  will  be  supported. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  of  the  committee  in  including 
the  $2  million  was  to  fulfill  the  effort 
that  had  been  started  last  year.  We 
thought  and  had  been  given  reason  to 
believe  that  this  amount  would  permit 
carrying  the  program  on  through  the 
next  year,  as  started. 

It  now  appears  that  is  not  true.  The 
amendment  of  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Michigan  has  been  modi¬ 
fied  to  cover  the  inclusion  of  $4.5  million 
rather  than  $2  million  as  provided  by  the 
committee.  This  will  finance  expenses 
for  the  full  year  on  the  trial  program. 

Mr.  HART,  That  is  my  understand¬ 
ing. 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  with 
that  understanding,  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  and  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  without  endeavoring  to  speak 
for  all  members  of  the  committee — be¬ 
cause  we  have  not  had  a  chance  to  confer 
with  them — are  willing  to  accept  the 
amendment  and  take  it  to  conference. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  am  very- 
grateful,  as  I  was  a  year  ago,  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida  and  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Dakota  for  their  recog¬ 
nition  of  the  value  of  the  program  and 
for  their  willingness  to  attempt  to  main¬ 
tain  it. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  the  Senator  from  Michigan  is 
a  very  good  salesman  and  has  done  an 
excellent  job  of  presenting  his  case. 
This  program  is  a  very  fine  one. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
rise  to  support  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  senior  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart],  Dining  the  course  of  the 
last  year,  I  had  an  opportunity  to  visit 
with  Father  Charles  Woodrich  of  the 
Annunciation  Grade  School  in  Denver, 
Colo.  This  parish  is  in  the  center  of  the 
city  of  Denver  and  is  made  up  largely  of 
low  income,  Spanish  and  Negro  families. 
Father  Woodrich’s  school  was  invited  to 
participate  by  USDA  under  the  pilot  pro¬ 
gram  which  was  funded  by  the  $2  mil¬ 
lion  implement  to  section  11,  offered  by 
Senator  Hart  last  year.  The  parish  in¬ 
augurated  a  special  assistance  lunch 
program.  It  produced  remarkable  ef¬ 
fects. 

Father  Woodrich  has  summarized  the 
results  of  the  program  in  the  attached 
statement.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  his  statement  entitled  “Special 
Assistance  Lunch  Programs  for  Ele¬ 
mentary  and  Secondary  Poor  Schools” 
be  inserted  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Special  Assistance  Lunch  Programs  for 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Poor  Schools 

When  the  War  on  Poverty  of  this  adminis¬ 
tration  started,  we  were  invited  to  take  part 
in  what  USDA  called  a  Special  Assistance 
Lunch  Program. 

There  had  been  no  food  program  in  poor 
schools  because  the  schools  would  have  to 
charge  30  -  -  35(*  for  a  lunch  and  the  admin¬ 
istrators  knew  the  children  could  not  afford 
it.  Consequently  the  whole  program  would 
be  a  failure.  So  we  began  10(5  hot  lunch  for 
grade  school  kids  and  150  for  high  school 
students. 

How  does  the  Special  Assistance  Lunch 
Program  work? 

USDA  gives  double  allotments  of  surplus 
foods  and  every  month  pays  each  school  in 
cash  for  all  the  food  they  buy  to  give  a  bal¬ 
anced  diet.  (This  cannot  exceed  150  per  day 
per  child.)  This  give  a  child  milk,  meat, 
vegetables,  freshly  baked  rolls,  fruit  and 
dessert.  The  child  comes  back  for  seconds, 
or  thirds,  free  of  cost.  Also  extra  milk  is 
free.  The  children  are  so  hungry  that  it  is 
necessary  to  cook  twice  as  many  meals  as 
there  are  children  in  or  to  satisfy  their 
hunger.  For  most  of  them  it  is  the  only 
balanced  meal  they  get  aU  day. 


The  10  and  15c  pays  the  cooks  and  other 
incidentals  in  running  the  kitchen.  Now 
this  is  possible  because  there  is  volume,  all 
the  kids  are  eating.  Not  a  few  children,  as  in 
30  or  35c  lunch  programs  in  the  poor  schools 
at  the  present  time. 

Results  from  the  Program:  1  and  y2  years 
as  pilot  study  in  Denver,  Colorado 

(1)  All  the  kids  eat  everyday. 

(2 )  Absenteeism  is  down  36 % . 

(3)  Their  marks  have  gone  up,  because 
they  have  energy  to  study. 

(4)  Stealing  and  other  Juvenile  crimes 
dropped.  There  are  one  out  of  300  children 
per  year  compared  to  1  out  of  twenty  in  the 
other  schools  where  they  do  not  eat. 

(5)  The  kids  take  part  in  extra  curricular 
activities,  sports,  etc.  Before  they  did  not 
have  enough  energy  to  do  this.  Their  inter¬ 
est  is  up.  And  they  stop  hanging  around 
with  those  that  are  out  of  school  after  school 
hours. 

(6)  Health  and  knowledge  of  new  foods 
and  eating  habits  is  much  better.  They 
cannot  be  measured  by  yardstick  you  have 
to  see  it  and  then  you  just  know  this  to  be 
true. 

(7)  This  program  positively  stopped  drop 
outs  in  many  cases.  I  know  because  I  have 
seen  the  cases. 

A  poor  child  cannot  pay  30  or  35c  for  a  Hot 
Lunch,  so  he  goes  hungry.  (This  is  all  the 
National  School  Lunch  Program  provides 
now) . 

SUMMARY 

USDA  needs  about  $24,000,000  to  be  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  Section  11  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Program  of  1963  and  the  poor  chil¬ 
dren  in  all  the  poor  schools  of  this  great 
country  can  be  fed  a  decent  meal. 

$2,000,000  was  allocated  by  Congress  last 
year  to  study  this,  but  we  don’t  need  to  study 
on  empty  stomachs  to  find  out  it  needs  food. 
We  need  the  program  now. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  the  Senate’s  attention  to  Father 
Woodrich’s  summary  in  which  he  states 
that  USDA  needs  $24  million  under  sec¬ 
tion  11  of  the  national  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  in  order  to  take  care  of  all  poor 
children  in  all  poor  schools.  In  view  of 
this  great  need,  let  me  say  that  the 
amendment  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Michigan  in  the  amount  of  $4.5  million 
is  a  modest  one  indeed.  Permit  me  to 
urge  the  Senate  to  adopt  his  amendment 
and  to  instruct  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate  to  insist  on  this  amend¬ 
ment  being  sustained  in  conference. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time 
on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  been  yielded  back,  the  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment,  as  modi¬ 
fied,  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  there 
may  be  some  Senator  who  has  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  offer,  but  I  have  no  knowledge 
of  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Texas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
again  express  my  thanks,  admiration, 
and  appreciation  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Agriculture  Appropriations  Subcommit¬ 
tee,  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
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from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  He  has 
put  in  a  tremendous  amount  of  work  on 
this  bill.  His  great  knowledge  of  agri¬ 
culture  has  been  gained  from  many  years 
of  work  on  both  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  and  on  the  Agriculture  Appropria¬ 
tions  Subcommittee.  While  no  one  is 
ever  completely  satisfied  with  an  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  we  must  recognize  that  the 
job  of  a  chairman  is  a  demanding  one. 
The  Senator  from  Florida  shows  unfail¬ 
ing  patience  and  courtesy. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  President,  the  committee  report 
contains  language  which  should  enable 
the  rural  electrification  program  to  go 
forward  in  a  prudent,  sound  manner  to 
meet  the  increased  needs  of  the  future. 

The  directions  of  the  committee  report 
accompanying  the  fiscal  year  1964  Agri¬ 
culture  Department  appropriations  bill 
require  that,  before  approving  loans  for 
generation  and  major  transmission,  the 
REA  Administrator  take  certain  steps  to 
evaluate  existing  or  proposed  contracts 
by  which  private  companies  supply  or 
offer  to  supply  wholesale  service  to  REA- 
financed  cooperatives. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  those 
directions  of  the  1964  report  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  report  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

TITLE  II - CREDIT  AGENCIES 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
Electrification  Loan  Program 

The  success  of  the  rural  electrification  pro¬ 
gram  in  bringing  electricity  to  the  farms  and 
rural  areas  has  been  an  outstanding  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  past  quarter  century.  It  has 
benefited  both  the  rural  and  urban  segments 
of  the  national  economy.  The  electrification 
of  rural  areas  brought  to  rural  residents  the 
advantages  of  modern  living  which  city 
people  had  long  enjoyed.  Power-type  equip¬ 
ment  operated  on  farms  has  opened  a  vast 
market  in  manufacturing  and  commerce. 
Nonfarm  employment  opportunities  have  ex¬ 
panded.  The  rapid  growth  in  the  economy 
has  in  large  part  developed  from  the  con¬ 
tribution  that  REA-financed  electrification 
loans  has  brought  to  the  rural  areas. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearings  this  year, 
the  committee  has  presented  to  it,  as  it  has 
in  the  past,  widely  divergent  views  with  re¬ 
spect  to  REA  loans  for  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  facilities. 

As  previously  stated,  this  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  both  the  rural  electric  coopera¬ 
tives  and  the  private  power  companies  who 
furnish  most  of  the  supply  of  energy  needed 
to  serve  the  electric  cooperatives  are  here  to 
stay  and  they  should  make  every  effort  to 
enter  into  earnest  negotiations  in  reaching 
power  supply  contracts  because  it  is  to  the 
mutual  advantage  of  the  cooperatives  and 
the  private  companies  to  enter  into  satisfac¬ 
tory  power  supply  arrangements. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  the  House 
recommended  a  new  procedure  for  REA  after 
hearing  the  differing  points  of  view  surround¬ 
ing  the  loans  made  by  the  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Administration  for  generation  and 
transmission  purposes.  . 

This  committee  concurs  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  set  forth  in  the  House  committee 
report,  to  wit : 

Before  public  funds  are  loaned  for  power 
generation  or  transmission,  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administrator,  in  connection  with 
any  such  loan,  should: 

( 1 )  Make  a  survey  and  determine  wherein 
the  existing  contract  for  power  or  the  pro¬ 
posed  contract  is  unreasonable; 
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(2)  Advise  the  supplier  wherein  such  con¬ 
tract  is  unreasonable;  and 

(3)  Attempt  to  get  such  contract  modified 
to  make  it  reasonable. 

Loans  should  be  made  only  when  reason¬ 
able  contracts  cannot  be  obtained. 

With  regard  to  any  further  generation  and 
major  transmission  loan  approved  in  excess 
of  $2  million,  the  Administrator  shall  certify 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General,  and  the  Congress,  that  each 
of  these  steps  has  been  taken  and  that  the 
private  supplier  had  been  given  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  make  the  contract  reasonable, 
specifying  the  details,  and  had  refused  or 
failed  to  do  so. 

The  Administrator  also  shall  furnish  the 
Comptroller  General  and  the  Congress  on  the 
date  of  approval  of  each  such  loan  applica¬ 
tion,  the  following  information: 

(1)  The  name  and  address  of  the  applicant 
borrower  and  the  date  of  the  application. 

(2)  Description  and  estimated  cost  of  the 
proposed  generation  facilities.  Indicate  if  the 
proposed  facilities  are  the  initial  or  additional 
unit  or  units  of  a  plant  comprised  of  one  or 
more  units. 

(3)  Description  and  estimated  cost  of  pro¬ 
posed  transmission  facilities,  including  any 
immediate  or  future  plans  to  interconnect 
with  other  transmission  systems. 

(4)  Description  of  any  long-range  plans 
the  applicant  may  have  for  construction  of 
additional  generation  and  transmission  facil¬ 
ities  and  the  estimated  cost  of  the  planned 
facilities. 

(5)  Comparison  of  the  estimated  costs  of 
generation  by  the  applicant  borrower  with 
the  cost  of  power  available  from  existing  sup¬ 
pliers,  including  the  final  offer  by  the  private 
supplier  including  terms  and  conditions  he 
offered  to  meet  applicant’s  long-term  energy 
needs. 

(6)  Summary  of  the  efforts  made  by  the 
applicant  and  by  REA  to  obtain  the  appli¬ 
cant’s  power  and  energy  requirements  from 
existing  power  suppliers  and  the  reasons  why 
such  efforts  have  not  been  successful. 

(7)  Explanation  of  the  applicant’s  reasons 
for  seeking  an  REA  loan. 

(8)  The  amount  of  electric  energy  which 
the  applicant  will  cease  to  purchase  from 
present  power  suppliers  upon  construction  of 
the  generating  plant  for  which  REA  financ¬ 
ing  is  being  sought. 

(9)  Explanation  of  the  extent  to  which 
the  feasibility  of  the  requested  loan  for  gen¬ 
eration  and  transmission  facilities  depends 
upon  the  use  of  a  portion  of  the  facilities  by 
others  (including  Federal  power  marketing 
agencies) . 

(10)  Details  of  the  applicant’s  plans  to  sell 
or  otherwise  make  available  any  of  the  power 
and  energy  from  the  proposed  generation  fa¬ 
cilities  to  others  (including  Federal  power 
marketing  agencies). 

(11)  Names  of  State  agencies  and  commis¬ 
sions  having  jurisdiction  over  the  applicant 
borrowers. 

With  respect  to  each  generation  and  trans¬ 
mission  loan  application,  processed  by  REA 
in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  procedures, 
the  Administrator  should,  in  order  to  avoid 
dilatory  tactics  or  protracted  delays  on  the 
part  of  either  party  in  such  negotiations, 
establish  a  publicly  announced  period  of  time 
during  which  the  survey,  determinations,  and 
negotiations  will  be  carried  on  prior  to  a 
definite  cutoff  date  set  by  the  Administrator. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
due  to  a  report  by  the  General  Account¬ 
ing  Office  on  a  loan  to  the  Brazos  Elec¬ 
tric  Cooperative  in  Waco,  Tex.,  some  con¬ 
troversy  has  arisen  over  what  types  of 
loans  Congress  intended  should  be  cov¬ 
ered  by  the  instructions.  I  consider  the 
GAO  report  to  be  thoroughly  inaccurate 
in  its  interpretation  of  congressional  in¬ 


tent.  The  GAO  report  gave  an  unrea¬ 
sonable  interpretation  to  the  language  of 
the  directions. 

In  an  effort  to  make  clear  the  intent 
of  Congress,  the  committee  has  included 
language  in  this  year’s  report  to  clarify 
the  situation. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  agriculture  appropriation 
report  filed  with  the  Senate  July  12,  1966, 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  report  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

The  directions  of  the  Committee  Report 
accompanying  the  Fiscal  Year  1964  Agricul¬ 
ture  Department  Appropriations  Bill  (No. 
497)  require  that,  before  approving  loans  for 
generation  and  major  transmission,  the  REA 
Administrator  take  certain  steps  to  evaluate 
existing  or  proposed  contracts  by  which  pri¬ 
vate  companies  supply  or  offer  to  supply 
wholesale  service  to  REA-financed  coopera¬ 
tives. 

The  directions  were  intended  to  apply  only 
to  applications  for  initial  loans  for  genera¬ 
tion  and  major  transmission  to  cooperatives 
where  the  facilities  to  be  constructed  would 
displace  existing  contractual  arrangements 
with  private  power  companies.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  did  not  intend  the  directions  to  re¬ 
quire  solicitation  of  offers  from  private  power 
companies  in  the  case  of  subsequent  loans  to 
federated  G  &  T  cooperatives. 

Further,  the  directions  were  not  intended 
to  apply  to  any  loan  application  which  had 
been  approved  by  the  Administrator  prior  to 
the  adoption  of  the  directions,  or  to  any  rea¬ 
sonable  addition  to  such  loan.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  affirms  this  position  and  directs  the 
Administrator  to  proceed  without  considering 
the  directions  as  applicable  as  to  any  such 
loan  and  reasonable  additions  thereto. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
this  bill  reported  from  the  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  is  a  great  improve¬ 
ment  over  the  administration  request  and 
a  further  improvement  over  the  House 
bill,  which  restored  many  of  the  cuts  in 
the  budget  request. 

The  budget  called  for  cutting  many  of 
the  most  worthwhile  programs  of  the 
Agriculture  Department.  All  have  been 
either  partially  or  fully  restored. 

The  special  milk  program  has  been  re¬ 
stored  to  $105  million,  an  increase  of  $84 
million  over  the  budget  request,  and  an 
increase  of  $2  million  over  the  House- 
passed  bill.  I  would  have  preferred  $108 
million,  to  allow  for  growth  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  children  being  served  under  the 
program,  but  I  am  happy  that  we  were 
able  to  get  as  close  to  that  figure  as  we 
did. 

The  school  lunch  program  has  been 
restored  to  $167  million,  $29  million  over 
the  budget  request  and  $10  million  over 
the  House. 

The  committee  recommends  $2,500,000 
for  the  Rural  Community  Development 
Service,  which  will  offer  new  hope  to 
rural  areas.  The  House  had  recom¬ 
mended  only  $637,000. 

The  budget  called  for  cutting  the  ap¬ 
propriation  for  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service  to  $204,728,000  a  cut  of  over  $20 
million  from  the  1966  figure.  The  House 
restored  this  to  $227,437,000  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  provided  further  restorations  to 
bring  this  figure  to  $238,342,800. 

The  committee  has  recommended  ad¬ 
ditional  amounts  above  the  budget  re¬ 


quest  for  construction  and  modernization 
of  research  facilities  which  were  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress  last  year.  I  am  happy 
that  among  these  is  an  appropriation  of 
$325,000  for  a  much  needed  soil  and 
water  research  facility  at  Bushland,  Tex. 

The  committee  also  recommended,  very 
wisely,  I  feel,  that  certain  research  which 
the  Department  had  slated  for  extinc¬ 
tion,  be  continued.  Among  these  is  a 
facility  for  research  on  sandy  soils  at 
Big  Springs,  Tex.  The  work  being  done 
there  is  very  important  for  the  Great 
Plains.  I  strongly  urge  its  continua¬ 
tion.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  in¬ 
sert  in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  letter 
from  Jack  Buchanan,  chairman  of  the 
board  of  supervisors,  Martin-Howard 
Soil  Conservation  District,  dated  March 
14,  1966,  telling  of  the  need  for  more 
research  on  sandy  soils. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Martin-Howard  Soil 
Conservation  District, 

Stanton,  Tex.,  March  14, 1966. 
Hon.  Ralph  Yarborough, 

U.S.  Senate,  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Yarborough:  I  am  writing 
you  concerning  a  very  important  problem. 
As  you  know,  there  is  a  proposal  to  close  the 
USD  A  Big  Spring  Experiment  Station  on  July 
1,  1966.  We  feel  this  should  not  be  done 
and  hope  you  will  support  our  efforts. 

If  this  station  is  closed,  within  the  next 
five  years  there  will  be  a  desperate  need  for 
additional  research  on  sandy  soils.  Why 
close  this  station  only  to  open  another  in  the 
near  future  at  considerable  expense?  We 
feel  that  the  station  should  be  continued, 
and  should  be  enlarged  to  the  status  of  a 
Regional  Research  Center. 

The  enclosed  “Needs  for  Conservation  Re¬ 
search  for  Sandylands  in  the  Southern 
Plains”,  briefly  states  the  problem  and  the 
estimated  minimum  funds  required  to  carry 
out  present  and  future  research. 

We  are  very  concerned  that  there  will  not 
be  any  further  research  done  on  farming 
land  under  dryland  conditions  on  sandy  soils 
in  the  Great  Plains  States.  This  is  the  only 
USDA  Station  on  sandy  soils  where  they  own 
the  land  in  the  Southern  Plains  States.  You 
can  get  a  clearer  picture  of  the  area  in  ques¬ 
tion  from  the  enclosed  map.  This  map  is 
also  located  on  page  3  of  the  brochure  sent 
you  in  1962  entitled  "Conservation  Research 
for  the  Edwards  Plateau  and  the  Sandy 
Lands  of  the  Southern  Plains”  published  by 
the  Research  Advisory  Committee. 

The  water  experts  on  the  High  Plains  have 
estimated  that  irrigation  water  for  that  area 
will  be  depleted  in  about  60  years.  We  feel 
there  will  be  a  continuing  need  for  further 
conservation  research  in  this  area.  Why  not 
go  ahead  and  do  the  research  needed  now, 
because  if  we  wait  until  research  is  needed, 
we  will  be  behind.  Wind  erosion  and  limited 
rainfall  are  serious  problems  and  will  require 
a  long  range  program. 

Would  you  please  ask  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  this  question,  “If  we  are  to  continue 
the  research  at  the  Big  Spring  Experiment 
Station,  at  what  level  should  this  research 
be  funded  for  an  adequate  program  to  meet 
the  needs  of  this  area”?  We  would  like  to 
know  why  research  on  moisture  conservation 
is  being  closed  out  at  Big  Spring  when  this 
is  the  only  hope  we  have  of  improving  the 
stability  of  agriculture  in  this  area?  Other 
agriculture  regions  are  receiving  new  re¬ 
search  help  on  their  problems  and  we  need 
help  on  wind  erosion  and  moisture  conserva¬ 
tion. 
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We  appreciate  your  concern  for  the  future 
of  agriculture  in  this  area  and  will  be  look¬ 
ing  forward  to  hearing  from  you. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Jack  Buchanan, 
Chairman,  Board  of  Supervisors. 
Enclosure. 


CONSERVATION  RESEARCH  FOR  SANDYLANDS  IN 

the  Southern  Plains,  Big  Spring  Field 

Station,  Big  Spring,  Tex. 

Sandylands  represent  the  hard  core  of 
conservation  problems  in  the  Southern 
Plains.  These  sandy  soils  are  subject  to  se¬ 
vere  blowing  and  wind  erosion  and  every  now 
and  then  give  rise  to  tremendous  red  dust 
clouds  that  move  across  the  United  States 
and  ‘‘fall  out”  on  cities  of  the  East  with  re¬ 
sulting  cries  of  pollution  from  the  dust  and 
pesticides  from  farms  in  West  Texas. 

The  Great  Plains  Conservation  Program 
and  other  programs  that  the  USDA  use  in 
assisting  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Dis¬ 
tricts  have  direct  bearing  on  problems  of 
sandylands.  It  is  believed  that  better  tech¬ 
nology  and  conservation  practices  are  needed 
to  make  these  programs  more  effective,  and 
that  conservation  research  should  be 
strengthened  on  these  sandylands.  This  re¬ 
search  should  be  on  three  broad  conserva¬ 
tion  problems:  Wind  erosion,  moisture  con¬ 
servation,  and  grassland  management. 

There  are  approximately  40  million  acres 
of  sandy  soils  in  the  Southern  Plains,  repre¬ 
senting  some  of  the  most  productive  land  in 
the  Great  Plains.  Moisture  conservation 
and  wind  erosion  control  are  major  problems 
in  managing  and  conserving  these  soils. 
This  is  the  only  field  station  in  the  Southern 
Plains  that  SWC-ARS-USDA  has  for  soil  and 
water  conservation  research  on  sandy  soils. 
Also,  it  is  strategically  located  for  research  on 
conservation  problems  in  4  land  resource 
areas:  Southern  High  Plains;  Rolling  Red 
Plains,  Southern  Desertic  Basins,  Plains  and 
Mountains;  and  Edwards  Plateau. 

Objectives  of  the  research  are  to:  (1)  De¬ 
velop  basic  knowledge  and  understanding  of 
physical  processes  involved  in  moisture  con¬ 
servation  and  efficient  use  by  plants  growing 
on  sandy  soils;  (2)  develop  improved  prac¬ 
tices  for  minimizing  soil  blowing  through 
tillage,  soil  amendments,  and  cropping  sys¬ 
tems;  and  (3)  develop  better  techniques  and 
procedures  for  growing  grass  and  maintain¬ 
ing  cover  on  permanent  grasslands. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
the  committee  recommends  $234,105,000 
for  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $5,789,000  over  the  budget  esti¬ 
mate.  The  budget  called  for  a  reduction 
of  $3.6  million  in  soil  surveys.  The 
House  restored  $2  million  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  concurred  with  the  House.  I  feel  it 
would  have  been  wise  to  restore  the  full 
amount. 

Also  under  SCS,  the  House  cut  $1  bil¬ 
lion  from  the  budget  request  for  river 
basin  surveys.  The  Senate  concurred.  I 
feel  that  a  restoration  of  the  House  cut 
would  have  been  justified. 

All  in  all,  Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the 
budgetary  restrictions  under  which  we 
operate  this  year,  this  is  a  good  bill.  The 
onerous  Budget  Bureau  cuts  have  been 
restored.  I  hope  that  next  year  we  shall 
be  in  a  position  in  which  we  can  do  a 
much  better  job  and.provide  more  needed 
funds  for  the  various  activities  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  which 
so  greatly  aid  the  American  farmer  in 
making  agriculture  the  most  efficient  sec¬ 
tor  of  production  in  all  the  American 
economy.  The  leadership  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Appropriations  subcommittee 
under  the  guidance  of  the  senior  Sena¬ 


tor  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  and  the 
senior  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  has  done  yeomen’s  work  in  re¬ 
storing  unwise  cuts  made  in  very  vital 
agricultural  programs. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  yield  1  minute 
to  the  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  agri¬ 
culture  has  always  been  an  important 
concern  to  Americans.  From  the  apple 
orchards  of  New  England  to  the  wheat 
fields  of  Iowa,  farmers  have  contributed 
to  the  American  way  of  life. 

But  just  because  farmers  always  have 
been  and  always  will  be  a  vital  part  of 
America’s  life  and  economy,  we  do  not 
have  to  have  a  farm  program  based  more 
on  tradition  than  on  present  realities  and 
necessities.  Today  we  need  an  agricul¬ 
ture  program  suited  to  the  needs  of  the 
growing,  dynamic  economy  of  modem 
America. 

The  bill  before  us  today  is  centered 
around  an  approach  geared  to  the  farm 
problems  of  the  depression  years — the 
needs  of  the  thirties,  not  the  sixties.  In¬ 
stead  of  anticipating  the  future  direc¬ 
tions  and  requirements  of  American 
agriculture,  this  bill  continues  the  expen¬ 
sive  dike-plugging  operation  which  has 
characterized  recent  Federal  agricul¬ 
tural  programs. 

Each  year  the  cost  of  the  stabilization 
programs  has  risen.  Since  1955,  the  cost 
has  multiplied  almost  10  times.  This  bill 
asks  for  $670  million  more  than  last 
year’s  appropriation. 

I  recognize  the  problems  of  agriculture. 
But  I  feel  that  we  must  begin  to  fight  our 
way  out  of  the  morass  the  Federal  agri¬ 
cultural  program  has  become.  We  must 
take  a  more  rational  and  longsighted 
approach  than  that  embodied  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  in 
January  of  this  year,  when  the  1967  fiscal 
year  budget  message  was  submitted  to 
Congress,  Alaskans  were  faced  with  the 
elimination  of  agricultural  research  in 
their  State.  The  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  which  operates  the  Alaska  Agricul¬ 
tural  Experiment  Station  at  Palmer, 
Alaska,  had  cut  all  funds  for  its  contin¬ 
uation  from  the  budget.  The  Palmer 
Experiment  Station  is  the  only  agricul¬ 
tural  experiment  station  in  any  of  the 
50  States  operated  directly  by  the  De¬ 
partment.  Assumption  of  responsibility 
for  the  Palmer  Experiment  Station  had 
originated  with  the  Department  in  the 
late  1940’s  over  the  vigorous  protests  of 
Alaskans.  Because  Alaska  was  then  a 
territory  and  not  a  State,  Alaskans  were 
unable  to  prevent  this  taking  of  admin¬ 
istrative  authority  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  And  it  was  without  warn¬ 
ing  that  in  January  we  learned  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  had  decided 
to  abandon  its  responsibilties. 

Alaska  is  not  a  great  agricultural 
State.  Alaskans  make  no  such  claims. 
There  is,  however,  considerable  agricul¬ 
tural  potential  which  should  and  must 
be  developed,  and  it  can  only  be  devel¬ 
oped  by  an  orderly  and  sustained  re¬ 
search  program  as  its  foundation. 

Fortunately,  first  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  and  now  the  Senate  com- 
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mittee  have  agreed  that  research  in  Ala¬ 
ska  must  be  continued.  Funds  for  the 
Palmer  Experiment  Station  have  been 
restored. 

I  am  deeply  appreciative  of  this,  as 
are  all  Alaskans  concerned  with  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  our  State’s  agricultural  po¬ 
tential.  I  am  especially  appreciative  of 
the  cooperation  and  understanding  given 
us  by  my  good  friend,  Senator  Holland. 
This  year,  as  in  the  years  past,  he  has 
shown  a  rare  understanding  of  Alaska’s 
problems  and  the  work  which  must  be 
done  to  overcome  them. 

It  is  our  hope  that  this  year  will  see 
the  return  of  responsibility  for  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Alaska  Agricultural  Experi¬ 
ment  Station  to  Alaska,  so  that  it  can 
be  operated  in  the  same  way  as  are  ex¬ 
periment  stations  in  all  of  the  other 
States.  The  Alaska  State  Legislature 
during  its  1966  session  adopted  a  resolu¬ 
tion  requesting  transfer  of  the  station 
to  the  University  of  Alaska.  I  have  in¬ 
troduced  S.  3421  to  accomplish  this  pur¬ 
pose  and  it  is  my  hope  that  action  can 
be  taken  on  the  bill  this  year  so  that  an 
orderly  transfer  of  authority  and  respon¬ 
sibility  can  be  had. 

In  the  meantime,  the  Alaska  Agricul¬ 
tural  Experiment  Station  will  be  able  to 
continue  its  valuable  work. 

Alaskans  are  grateful  and  I  take  this 
opportunity  to  offer  their  thanks. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  the  $7 
billion  agricultural  appropriations  bill 
before  us  has  my  unqualified  support. 

It  is  in  the  first  instance  a  tribute  to 
the  leadership  and  foresight  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senior  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland],  the  capable  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Agricultural  Appropriations 
Subcommittee.  I  consider  it  a  special 
privilege  to  serve  under  his  direction. 

It  is  also  a  privilege  to  work  with  the 
distinguished  Senior  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  the  ranking  Re¬ 
publican  member. 

These  two  leaders  work  closely  as  a 
team  serving  the  best  interests  of  the 
farmer  and  the  entire  Nation.  A  true 
spirit  of  bipartisanship  prevails  at  all 
times. 

The  subcommittee’s  printed  hearings 
reveal  the  thoroughgoing  manner  in 
which  it  approaches  its  task.  In  some 
subcommittees  of  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  testimony  is  confined  to 
departmental  appeals  on  House  actions. 
Not  so  with  the  Agricultural  Subcommit¬ 
tee.  Program  justifications  are  carefully 
examined  in  each  instance  and  a  solid 
foundation  is  consistently  laid  for  sub¬ 
committee  decisions. 

Another  outstanding  feature  of  this 
subcommittee  is  the  competence  of  its 
professional  staff.  The  chief  clerk,  Ray¬ 
mond  L.  Schafer,  performs  his  duties 
with  efficiency  and  dispatch.  He  has 
more  than  a  decade  of  experience  in  his 
present  position  and  a  lifelong  back¬ 
ground  in  agriculture.  His  tenure  speaks 
well  of  the  confidence  and  trust  placed 
in  him. 

The  chief  clerk  is  ably  assisted  by 
Joseph  Stewart  and  the  minority  profes¬ 
sional  staff  member,  Mr.  Edmund  T. 
King.  Again,  at  the  staff  level,  there  is 
full  cooperation  which  is  built  on  not 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


15121 


July  15,  1966 


only  a  congenial  relationship  but  mutual 
confidence  and  respect. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  today  contains  a  near  unanimous  bi¬ 
partisan  effort — a  victory  if  you  will — to 
overturn  a  determined  attempt  by  the 
Johnson  administration  and  its  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  make  deep  cuts  in 
popular  and  proven  farm  programs  so 
as  to  free  funds  for  other  activities. 
Many  of  the  activities  which  were  as¬ 
signed  higher  priority  are  new  and  ex¬ 
perimental  innovations  of  the  Great 
Society. 


In  his  budget  estimates  sent  to  the 
Congress  last  January,  the  President  re¬ 
quested  a  wide  variety  of  drastic  slashes 
in  the  agricultural  budget.  Included 
was  an  $82  million  cut  for  the  special 
milk  program — which  the  Senate  has 
just  extended  and  authorized  to  be  ex¬ 
panded  this  week — a  $19  million  cut  for 
the  school  lunch  program;  a  $120  million 
cut  for  advance  authorizations  for  the 
agricultural  conservation  program;  a 
$20  million  cut  for  agricultural  research; 
a  $145  million  cut  for  REA  electrifica¬ 
tion  loans  and  many  others.  . 


Some  of  these  reductions  were  insti¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
such  as  the  $82  million  cut  for  special 
milk;  others  came  from  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

The  following  table  gives  a  detailed 
accounting  of  the  proposed  cuts  and  re¬ 
flects  the  House  and  Senate  committee 
action  in  response. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  table  be  inserted  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  orderd  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Table  of  major  items  showing  comparisons  between  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1966,  estimates  for  1967,  House  action  and  Senate 

committee  recommendations 


Agency  or  item 

Appropriations 
and  loan 
authorizations, 
1966 

Johnson 
administration 
budget  proposal, 
1967 

House  bill,  1967 

Amounts 
recommended 
by  Senate 
committee 

Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

$125, 959, 000 

$107, 980, 000 

$120, 673, 000 

$123,844,600 

146, 059, 000 
75, 547, 000 

134, 980, 000 
69, 748, 000 

147, 673, 000 
76,  764, 000 

150, 844, 600 
81,  498, 200 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control . . .  ...  - 

Total  funds  available,  Agricultural  Research  Service  1 -  ... - - 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service: 

Payments  and  expenses: 

224, 606, 000 

204, 728,  000 

227, 437,  000 

238, 342, 800 

48, 113, 000 

39, 613, 000 

48, 113, 000 

53, 113, 000 

Total,  Cooperative  State  Research  Service  1 . . . 

Extension  Service: 

Cooperative  extension  work,  payments  and  expenses: 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico . . . . 

(Note. — A  redirection  from  formula  to  nonformula  funds  of  $9,600,000  proposed  in  the 
budget  was  denied  by  the  House  and  the  Senate  committee.) 

54,827,000 

47, 740, 000 

55, 227, 000 

60,  740,  000 

75, 536, 000 

75, 917, 500 

75, 917,  500 

78, 917, 500 

89, 135, 000 

90,  224,  000 

89, 824, 000 

92, 824, 000 

Soil  Conservation  Service: 

108, 802, 000 
5, 853, 000 
66, 331,  000 
16, 082, 000 

109,  020, 000 
6,  397, 000 
66,  559, 000 
16, 112,  000 

109, 235, 000 
6, 142,  000 
67, 020, 000 
16, 112, 000 

109, 235, 000 

6, 142, 000 
70,  000,  000 
18,  500,  000 

226,  986,  000 

228, 316,  000 

228, 510, 000 

234, 105,  000 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

Total  available,  school  lunch  program. . . . . 

202,  000,  000 

183,  000,  000 

202, 000, 000 

212,  000,  000 

103, 000, 000 

21,000,000 

103, 000, 000 

105,  000,  000 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service:  Advance  program  authorization - 

Rural  Electrification  Administration: 

(220, 000, 000) 

(100,  000,  000) 

(220,  000,  000) 

(220,  000,  000) 

(365,  000, 000) 
(97,  000,  000) 

(220,  000,  000) 
(85,  000,  000) 

(365,  000,  000) 
(97,  000, 000) 

(375,  000,  000) 
(117,  000,000) 

6,  381,  448,  500 

7,  022,  638,  000 

6,  876,  027,  000 

7,051,  543,300 

1  Agency  totals  also  include  other  items  not  listed.  JTotal  appropriations  bill  includes  other  items  not  listed. 


Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  this 
Senator  does  not  wish  to  belabor  the 
point.  It  is  sufficient  to  state — as  the 
table  fully  indicates — that  the  adminis¬ 
tration  has  suffered  a  stinging  rebuke  for 
its  ill-advised  attempts  to  cut  back  on 
proven  agricultural  programs. 

Mr.  President,  I  strongly  urge  adop¬ 
tion  of  H.R.  14596  as  reported  from  the 
committee. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  owing 
to  a  longstanding  engagement  in  Lexing¬ 
ton,  Ky.,  where  he  is  the  principal  speak¬ 
er  at  the  annual  meeting  of  the  Tobacco 
Farmers  Advisory  Council,  my  colleague 
from  Kentucky,  Senator  Cooper,  could 
not  be  here  today.  Because  of  the  air¬ 
line  strike  he  had  to  leave  last  night  to 
meet  this  commitment. 

Senator  Cooper,  who  has  been  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  for  6 
years,  has  supported  the  farmer  during 


his  entire  service  in  the  Senate.  He  had 
pepared  a  statement  in  support  of  H.R. 
14596,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
it  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

Statement  of  Senator  Cooper 

The  bill  to  provide  appropriations  for  the 
farm  programs  is  one  which  affects  every 
farmer  in  the  nation,  as  well  as  consumers, 
school  children  and  others  who  benefit  from 
the  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  We  are  grateful  to  Senator  Holland, 
Sentaor  Young  and  the  members  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  for  their  constructive  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  agricultural  appropriations  bill 
every  year. 

First,  I  want  to  say  that  I  am  glad  the 
Committee  has  recommended  $105  million  for 
the  special  milk  program.  The  Committee 
has  also  recommended  $167  million  for  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  a  very  important 
program  which  the  Administration’s  budget 
greatly  reduced. 

Two  days  ago,  the  Senate  passed  S.  3467, 


to  amend  the  school  lunch  act,  which  I  sup¬ 
ported.  During  the  debate,  I  pointed  out  the 
importance  of  Section  11  of  that  Act,  funded 
for  the  first  time  last  year  although  author¬ 
ization  was  provided  in  1962.  So  I  want  to 
support  Senator  Hart’s  amendment  to  appro¬ 
priate  $6.5  million  for  special  assistance. 

During  the  hearings  of  the  Senate  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  on  S.  3467,  Secretary 
Freeman  pointed  out  that  a  Federal  appro- 
propriation  of  $26  million  would  provide 
lunches  to  the  iy2  million  school  children 
who  do  not  now  receive  them.  It  seems  to 
me  that  meeting  this  gap  is  a  clear  priority. 

I  support  also  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya]  to 
provide  $150  million  for  the  food  stamp 
program,  which  the  Senate  Committee  has 
reduced  by  $25  million  in  section  32  funds. 
I  understand  that  Kentucky  plans  to  extend 
the  program  to  the  remaining  Appalachian 
counties  this  fiscal  year  with  its  allocation 
under  the  $150  million  budget  request. 

When  I  presented  my  statement  to  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  earlier 
this  year,  I  urged  funds  for  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  particularly  to  restore  to 
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last  year’s  level  funds  for  soil  surveys.  Al¬ 
though  under  last  year's  level,  I  am  glad  to 
see  that  the  Committee  has  concurred  in 
restoration  of  at  least  $2  million.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  has  approved,  as  passed  by  the  House, 
$750,000  for  technical  assistance  in  Appala¬ 
chia.  Mr.  Sam  McElroy,  President  of  the 
Kentucky  Association  of  Soil  and  Water  Con¬ 
servation  Districts,  tells  me  that  an  addi¬ 
tional  $667,000,  as  requested  in  the  budget, 
will  be  needed  to  provide  technical  assist¬ 
ance  in  the  land  stabilization  and  conserva¬ 
tion  projects,  and  to  provide  additional  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  to  soil  conservation  districts 
that  do  not  have  these  projects.  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  also  that  the  Committee  has  limited 
to  60  the  number  of  watershed  planning 
starts,  which  the  House  had  increased  to  100. 

For  tire  Appalachian  Region  Conservation 
Program,  the  Committee  recommended  $3 
million,  with  a  reappropriation  of  $1,375,000 
in  unused  funds.  I  am  glad  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  has  recommended  an  increase  of 
$227,000  over  the  House  amount  for  Resource 
Conservation  and  Development,  as  Kentucky 
is  just  beginning  to  get  its  Tradewater  River 
Resource  Conservation  and  Development 
Project  underway. 

As  a  member  of  the  Senate  Agriculture 
Committee,  the  principal  Senate  cosponsor 
of  the  REA  supplemental  financing  bill,  and 
one  who  has  supported  the  REA  during  my 
entire  service  in  the  Senate,  I  am  glad  to 
note  that  the  Committee  has  stricken  from 
the  bill  the  provision  setting  aside  in  a  con¬ 
tingency  reserve  a  portion  of  the  funds  ap¬ 
proved  for  the  rural  electric  and  rural  tele¬ 
phone  programs.  Funding  the  programs  at 
last  year’s  level  is  a  great  improvement  over 
the  drastic  reduction  ordered  this  year  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

X  am  glad  that  the  Committee  has  rec¬ 
ommended  $2.5  million  for  the  Rural  Com¬ 
munity  Development  Service,  noting  the  im¬ 
portance  of  its  coordinating  function.  Rural 
community  development  has  been  the  most 
hopeful  approach  to  the  problems  of  rural 
America  for  at  least  ten  years.  I  remember, 
under  the  Eisenhower  Administration,  when 
the  first  pilot  counties  were  designated  in 
Kentucky  as  Rural  Development  counties, 
and  that  one  of  the  first  acts  of  the  Kennedy 
Administration  was  to  expand  the  concept 
to  the  entire  country.  It  has  been  clear  for 
some  time  that  better  program  coordination 
is  needed,  and  nearly  all  who  are  concerned 
about  the  future  of  rural  America  urge  that 
counties  and  communities  join  in  planning 
for  the  better  utilization  of  all  programs. 
More  recently,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
established  the  Rural  Community  Develop¬ 
ment  Service,  but  it  was  poorly  funded  last 
year.  I  think,  it  is  time,  after  all  this 
talk,  that  a  reasonable  amount  of  funds  be 
provided  to  give  this  approach  a  chance  to 
work. 

I  had  been  concerned  about  the  budget 
reduction  of  $8  million  under  the  Hatch  Act 
which  would  affect  every  land  grant  institu¬ 
tion  in  the  country,  and  result  in  a  $229,140 
reduction  in  Kentucky,  and  am  glad  that  the 
Senate  Committee  has  increased  these  funds 
even  above  the  House  figure.  The  land- 
grant  colleges  train  the  scientists  who  solve 
our  agricultural  problems  and  do  the  re¬ 
search  which  has  made  the  American  farmer 
the  most  productive  in  the  world.  I  am 
glad  also  that  the  Committee  has  increased 
by  $3  million  over  the  House  amount  funds 
for  the  Extension  Service,  for  I  have  sup¬ 
ported  the  educational  programs  of  county 
agents,  and  home  demonstration  agents  dur¬ 
ing  my  entire  service  in  the  Senate. 

I  commend  the  Committee  for  its  attention 
to  the  farm  programs  which  are  of  true 
value  to  the  county,  and  am  glad  to  support 
the  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
having  been  yielded  back,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  of  the  amendments 
and  the  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  On  this  ques¬ 
tion  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr 
Bass],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  and 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
McCarthy],  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson], 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr, 
McCarthy],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper], 
the  Senators  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Cur¬ 
tis  and  Mr.  Hruska],  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mi*.  Griffin],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower],  are  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  and  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Javits],  are  detained  on  official 
business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  the  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis  and  Mr. 
Hruska],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Griffin],  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Javits],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower],  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  77, 
nays  2,  as  follows: 

[No.  140  Leg.] 

YEAS — 77 

Boggs  Case 

Burdick  Church 

Byrd,  Va.  Cotton 

Byrd,  W.  Va.  Dominick 

Cannon.  Douglas 

Carlson  Eastland 


Ellender 

Long,  La. 

Pell 

Ervin 

Mansfield 

Prouty 

Fannin 

McClellan 

Proxmire 

Fong 

McGovern 

Randolph 

Fulbrlght 

McIntyre 

Robertson 

Harris 

Metcalf 

Russell,  S.C. 

Hart 

Miller 

Russell,  Ga. 

Hartke 

Mondale 

Saltonstall 

Hayden 

Monroney 

Simpson 

Hickenlooper 

Montoya 

Smith 

Hill 

Morse  - 

Stennis 

Holland 

Morton 

Symington 

Inouye 

Moss 

Thurmond 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Mundt 

Tydings 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Murphy 

Williams,  N.  J. 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Muskie 

Williams,  Del. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Nelson 

Yarborough 

Kuchel 

Neuberger 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Lausche 

Pastore 

Young,  Ohio 

Long,  Mo. 

Pearson 

NAYS— 2 

Brewster 

Ribicoff 

NOT  VOTING— 21 

Anderson 

Gore 

McCarthy 

Bass 

Griffin 

McGee 

Clark 

Gruening 

Scott 

Cooper 

Hruska 

Smathers 

Curtis 

Jackson 

Sparkman 

Dirksen 

Javits 

Talmadge 

Dodd 

Magnuson 

Tower 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  14596)  was  passed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill 
was  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendments 
and  request  a  conference  with  the  House 
of  Representatives  thereon,  and  that  the 
Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Holland, 
Mr.  Russell  of  Georgia,  Mr.  Ellender, 
Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota,  and  Mr. 
Mundt  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  with 
his  typically  competent  diligence  and  ef¬ 
fective  advocacy,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  has  again  led  the 
Agriculture  appropriation  measure  to 
swift  and  overwhelming  Senate  approval. 
We  are  always  grateful  for  the  highly 
efficient  and  able  manner  applied  to  all 
legislation  which  he  handles. 

But  such  an  outstanding  victory  could 
not  have  been  obtained  without  the 
equally  capable  cooperative  leadership  of 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  Agriculture  Appropriations  Sub¬ 
committee.  To  Senator  Young  goes  our 
sincere  thanks  for  his  splendid  joint  sup¬ 
port. 

This  great  success  may  also  be  attrib¬ 
uted  to  the  outstanding  support  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pastore],  whose  articulate  advocacy  as¬ 
sured  prompt  Senate  action.  And  to  the 
Senators  from  New  Mexico  LMr.  Mon¬ 
toya]  and  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart]  goes 
further  commendation  for  joining  with 
their  characteristic  highly  cooperative 
efforts  to  make  orderly  disposition  a  cer¬ 
tainty.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Brewster],  who  urged  his  own  strong 
and  sincere  views  on  this  measure  but 
who  nevertheless  did  not  seek  to  impede 
its  disposition. 

And  to  the  many  other  Senators  who 
joined  in  supporting  this  measure  today 


Aiken 

Allott 

Bartlett 

Bayh 

Bennett 

Bible 
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we  extend  our  sincere  gratitude  for  the 
assistance  which  was  so  indispensable 
to  its  passage. 

AMERICAN  PRISONERS  IN  HANOI— 
A  PLEA  FOR  SANITY 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
been  gravely  disturbed  at  persistent  re¬ 
ports  that  the  government  in  Hanoi  has 
threatened  to  execute,  as  common  crim¬ 
inals,  American  airmen  who  are  now 
prisoners  of  war. 

Accordingly,  I  have  prepared  a  state¬ 
ment,  “A  Plea  for  Sanita,”  in  which  I 
am  joined  by  18  other  Mepibers  of  the 
Senate. 

This  declaration  has  been  jCtet  released 
to  the  press,  and  I  shall,  at  wjis  time, 
read  it  into  tire  Record. 

A  Plea  for  Sanity 

We,  the  undersigned,  have  previouslyNpro- 
tested  the  relentless  escalation  of  the  war 
in  Vietnam.  We  have  deplored  those  de 
slons,  taken  on  both  sides,  which  havd 
steadily  extended  the  dimensions  of  the  war 
and  intensified  Its  fury. 

The  struggle  in  Vietnam  now  approaches 
a  peril  point  of  no  return.  Violence  begets 
more  violence;  the  fever  of  reprisal  rises, 
feeding  upon  itself;  reason  is  in  danger  of 
falling  prisoner  to  blind  passion.  Then  the 
war  becomes  a  raging  inferno,  burning  away 
the  last  barriers  of  restraint. 

We  apprehend  that  the  execution  of  Amer¬ 
ican  prisoners,  as  threatened  by  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  North  Vietnam,  would  provoke  the 
gravest  reprisals,  and  further  blacken  the 
hope  for  peace. 

In  the  past,  we  have  worked  for  an  honor¬ 
able  settlement  of  this  tragic  war.  We  have 
publicly  criticized  the  mounting  involvement 
of  our  own  country,  and  have  sought  to  keep 
open  the  path  of  moderation  that  could 
lead  to  a  negotiated  peace. 

So,  before  the  last  remnants  of  reason  are 
irrevocably  abandoned,  we  call  upon  the 
Hanoi  government  to  refrain  from  any  act  of 
vengeance  against  the  American  airmen. 
They  are  prisoners  of  war,  fully  entitled  to 
the  protection  extended  to  men  in  uniform 
when  captured  in  the  performance  of  their 
duty.  Their  execution  would  drastically  re¬ 
duce  the  influence  of  all  those  in  the  United 
States  who  have  tried  to  curtail  the  fighting. 
It  would  incite  a  public  demand  for  retalia¬ 
tion  swift  and  sure,  inflicting  new  levels  of 
suffering  and  sorrow,  and  fixing  more  firmly 
still  the  seal  of  an  implacable  war. 

Frank  Church,  George  McGoverd 
Gaylord  Nelson,  E.  L.  Bartlett,  Bee 
Metcalf,  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 
Maurine  B.  Neuberger,  J.  William 
Fulbright,  Quentin  N.  Burdick, 
Frank  E.  Moss,  Ernest  Grttening, 
Stephen  M.  Young,  Vanoe  Hartke, 
Wayne  Morse,  William/  Proxmire, 
Abraham  Ribicoff,  Joseph  S.  Clark, 
Harrison  A.  WiLLiAMSy'jR.,  Edmund  S. 
Muskie,  U.S.  Senator 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  1  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  fneJm  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  As 
the  Senator  isjSrobably  aware,  yesterday 
morning  the/Subcommittee  on  Refugees 
and  Escapees,  which  is  conducting  a  se¬ 
ries  of  hearings  on  the  various  refugee 
programs,  heard  testimony  by  the  Sec- 
retarw/of  State. 

In/the  course  of  that  hearing  I  asked 
the/Secretary  of  State  directly  what  the 
altitude  of  the  U.S.  Government  would 
if  these  trials  scheduled  for  the  end 
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of  next  week  took  place.  The  Secretary 
made  an  extremely  forthright,  strong, 
and  vigorous  policy  statement.  He  indi¬ 
cated,  first  of  all,  that  if  these  trials 
took  place,  that  we,  as  a  nation,  would 
look  upon  such  behavior  by  the  North 
Vietnamese  with  the  greatest  degree  of 
horror  and  revulsion.  The  Secretary 
stated  that  every  effort  was  being  made 
by  the  United  States,  by  third  coun¬ 
tries,  as  well  as  by  prominent  individuals, 
to  bring  our  very  strong  position  on  this 
matter  to  the  attention  of  those  in  re¬ 
sponsible  positions  in  the  Hanoi  govern¬ 
ment.  I  was  very  much  heartened  by  the 
Secretary’s  statement.  I  am  sure  that 
he  is  aware  that  we  are  all  relying  upon 
the  administration’s  activities  on  this 
problem  and  hopeful  that  they  will  spare 
no  effort  to  assist  the  prisoners. 

Mr.  President,  the  war  in  Vietnam  is 
perhaps  one  of  the  most  impersonal  of 
conflicts  undertaken  by  nations.  I  have 
had  serious  questions  in  the  past  con¬ 
cerning  our  activities  in  Vietnam  and  its 
effects  upon  the  civilian  population.  On 
e  other  hand  I  have  been  appalled  by 
the  incidents  of  terror  and  assassination  A 
that  the  Vietcong  have  used  to  achieve  j 
their\ends  in  this  struggle.  The  possi¬ 
bility  that  prisoners  of  war  will  now'  be 
used  to\satisfy  the  frustrations  of  the 
north  or  in  a  vain  attempt  to  effect  our 
future  military  decisions  is  only  a  fur¬ 
ther  reflection  of  the  absence  M  consid¬ 
erations  for  the  innocent  and  those  now 
removed  from  ''this  conflict.  But  this 
prospect  of  violence  against  helpless 
men,  in  violation  o\all  traditional  inter¬ 
national  agreementsW  uppermost  in  the 
minds  of  all  Americans,  today,  regardless 
of  their  views  of  the  overall  conflict.  I 
know  of  two  American  figming  men  from 
my  own  State,  >Comdr.  James  Mulligan 
and  Lt.  Edward  Brudno  who,  having 
faced  and  met  their  military  obligations 
now  find  themselves  the  victims  of  re¬ 
taliation ih  the  larger  political  and  ideo¬ 
logical struggle  of  our  day. 

So  1  wish  to  join  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Church]  in  his  very  strbpg 
declaration  and  statement  of  concern  f 
e  welfare  and  the  well-being  of  the 
American  servicemen  who  are  being  held 


States  should  utilize  its  good  offices  with 
the  South  Vietnamese  to  have  the  South  / 
Vietnamese  observe  to  the  fullest  exter 
the  Geneva  Convention. 

The  Secretary  indicated  on  yesterhay 
that  he  was  firmly  convinced  that  y/e  are 
now  observing  these  conventions- in  the 
fullest.  This  development,  though  late 
in  coming  is  a  source  of  satisfaction  to 
those  of  us  who  have  beeyc  concerned 
with  prisoner  indignities. 

I  also  feel  that  the  people  of  the  free 
world  have  recognized  Ahe  very  strong 
effort  recently  made  by  the  United  States 
in  attempting  to  insure  that  all  in  the 
south  were  respecting  these  Geneva 
agreements.  OnJiis  basis,  we  have  every 
right  to  expect 'the  north  to  act  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  norms  of  civilized 
men.  So  little  of  human  dignity  sur¬ 
vives  war  that  we  are  justified  in  abhor- 
ing  sucl),  ^regressive  actions  as  contem¬ 
plated  by  the  north  and  to  remind  them 
that  th'e  beginnings  of  peace  are  found  in 
civilized  behavior  toward  their  fellow 
man.  I  therefore  want  to  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  that  he  has  per¬ 
formed  a  very  useful  service  today,  one 
for  which  he  deserves  great  commenda¬ 
tion. 

I  thank  the  Senator 


as  prisoners. 

During  the  testimony  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  we  asked  him  about  the  South 
Vietnamese  Government’s  observing  the 
Geneva  agreements  on  prisoners  of  war. 
He  indicated  that  the  names  of  prisoners 
in  the  hands  of  the  South  Vietnamese 
are  now  being  turned  over  to  the  Inter¬ 
national  Red  Cross,  that  the  Red  Cross 
has  access  to  all  prisoners,  and  that  the 
South  Vietnamese  Government  is  now  in 
full  cooperation  with  the  International 
Red  Cross. 

I  recall  that  on  two  occasions  when  I 
was  in  Geneva  talking  with  the  Inter¬ 
national  Red  Cross,  they  were,  as  of  De¬ 
cember  of  last  year,  expressing  criticism 
of  the  South  Vietnamese  Government  for 
their  reluctance  in  turning  over  the 
names  of  the  Vietcong  and  North  Viet¬ 
namese  prisoners  that  the  South  Viet¬ 
namese  had  taken.  These  lists  were  not 
available  and  the  Red  Cross  indicated  to 
me  and  the  other  members  of  the  delega¬ 
tion  who  were  at  Geneva  at  that  time 
their  strong  feeling  that  the  United 


Mr.  CHURCH, 
very  much. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Idaho  yield? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President, 
this  afternoon,  in  this  Chamber,  let  me 
attest  to  my  admiration  for  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church]  for  the  real  public  service  he 
has  rendered  in  presenting  his  statement 
today  before  the  country  and  the  world. 

Earlier  today,  I  was  glad  to  be  associ¬ 
ated  with  him  when  he  and  I  talked  over 
the  statement  he  was  going  to  make. 

Surely,  the  heads  of  state  of  the  na¬ 
tions  of  the  world,  including  those  in 
Hanoi,  Red  China,  and  all  other  Asiatic 
countries,  whether  they  be  somewhat 
neutral  in  this  matter  or  extremely  hos¬ 
tile  toward  the  United  States  because  of 
its  involvement  in  Vietnam,  must  know — 
d  they  should  know — that  all  Ameri¬ 
cans  regard  the  lives  of  their  airmen  who 
are b^ow  prisoners  of  war  as  precious  lives. 
All  Americans  hold  to  the  view  that  these 
airmen  are  prisoners  of  war.  As  fighting 
men  in  Our  Armed  Forces,  they  were  fly¬ 
ing  over  the  areas  where  they  were  shot 
down  in  North  Vietnam  pursuant  to  or¬ 
ders  given  them.  They  must,  therefore, 
be  treated  as  prisoners  of  war. 

If  the  horrible  act  which  is  being 
threatened  by  the,  Hanoi  regime  against 
our  airmen  is  earned  out,  let  the  rulers 
of  the  world  know  \hat  all  Americans 
will  be  united,  because  we  regard  those 
lives  as  so  precious. 

Let  me  repeat,  I  was  gfewl  to  join  with 
other  colleagues  in  the  statement  of  the 
Senator  from  Idaho.  We  \  want  the 
rulers  of  the  world  over — mendly  or 
unfriendly — -to  know  our  views\tnd  our 
determination.  \ 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  Stator 
from  Ohio,  and  fully  share  his  senti¬ 
ments.  I  appreciate  the  fact  that  iae 
has  joined  in  signing  the  statement 
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■Which  I  have  just  read  into  the  Record 
this  afternoon. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  yield? 

Mr.  QHURCH.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  the  Senator  from  Idaho  for 
the  initiative,,  he  has  just  shown,  and 
the  initiative  'the  other  Senators  have 
shown  in  signing  the  plea  for  sanity. 

I  would  say  that  the  sentiments  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  statement  which  has  just 
been  read  would  apply  not  only  to  the 
18  signatories  but  alsoS^o  the  100  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body. 

The  Senator  from  Idah'iv as  once  more 
performed  a  public  service\m  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  Vietnam.  I  would  express  the 
hope  that  this  plea  for  sanitySjrould  be 
a  plea  for  sanity  on  all  sides. 

As  Senators  know,  the  Prime  Minister 
of  India,  Mrs.  Indira  Gandhi,  isNJust 
completing  an  official  state  visit  to\jre 
Soviet  Union.  She  will  be  leavii 
shortly,  but  during  the  course  of  this 
meeting  she  has  placed  before  Messrs. 
Kosygin  and  Brezhnev  the  possibility  of 
a  seven-point  peace  program  which 
could  possibly  lead  to  the  negotiation 
table. 

Mr.  President,  in  connection  with 
her  seven-point  program,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  an  article  entitled  “Mrs.  Gandhi 
May  Stir  Viet  Peace  Drive,”  written  by 
David  Van  Praagh,  and  published  in  the 
Evening  Star  of  July  14,  1966. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Mrs.  Gandhi  May  Stir  Viet  Peace  Drive 
(By  David  Van  Praagh) 

New  Delhi. — If  Prime  Minister  Indira 
Gandhi  stays  on  in  Moscow  for  a  few  days 
after  the  scheduled  arrival  of  British  Prime 
Minister  Harold  Wilson  on  Saturday,  her 
plan  for  peace  in  Viet  Nam  may  be  a  basis 
for  a  wider  peace  offensive. 

This  is  the  feeling  in  diplomatic  circles 
here  following  Mrs.  Gandhi’s  outline  of  what 
amounted  to  a  seven-point  peace  plan  a  few 
minutes  before  she  left  for  the  Soviet  Union 
via  the  United  Arab  Republic  and  Yugoslavia 
July  7. 

She  is  due  to  leave  Moscow  for  home  SaD 
urday,  a  few  hours  before  Wilson’s  arriwU. 
But  if  the  three-power  talks  on  Viet  Nam 
take  place  instead,  it  will  mean  that  the  co- 
chairmen  of  the  Geneva  conference — tne  So¬ 
viet  Union  and  Britain — and  the  chairman 
of  the  International  Control  Comnnsslons  in 
Viet  Nam,  Laos  and  CambodiaVdndia — are 
putting  their  heads  together. 

SEVEN  POINTS  GIV^N 

There  is  nothing  particufarly  new  about 
Mrs.  Gandhi’s  almost  casually  expressed  plan. 
But  diplomats  here  reason  that  its  timing 
and  the  order  of  its  points — and  India’s  re¬ 
iteration  after  one  yoftr  of  its  willingness  to 
take  part  in  stronger  peacekeeping  arrange¬ 
ments  in  Indochina— give  it  potential  in  the 
wake  of  extensiofi  of  U.S.  bombings  to  the 
outskirts  of  Ha/ol  and  Haiphong. 

Mrs.  Gandhfs  seven  points  are: 

1.  Britain/and  the  Soviet  Union  should 
convene  yle  14-power  Geneva  conference 
immediately. 

2.  Bqjnbing  of  North  Viet  Nam  should  stop 
immediately. 

3y/"This  should  be  closely  followed  by  a 
cej^ation  of  hostilities  as  well  as  of  hostile 
Dvements  and  actions  on  all  sides  through¬ 


out  Viet  Nam,  in  full  observance  of  the 
(1954)  Geneva  agreement. 

4.  While  a  peaceful  settlement  is  being 
hammered  out  in  what  might  be  “weeks  of 
tortuous  negotiations,”  the  ICC  in  Viet  Nam 
should  safeguard  “standstill  arrangements,” 
with  India  accepting  added  responsibility  in 
this  task  if  necessary. 

5.  Withdrawal  of  all  foreign  forces  from 
Viet  Nam  and  insulation  of  the  country  from 
foreign  interference  so  the  Vietnamese  peo¬ 
ple  can  determine  their  own  future. 

6.  Guarantee  by  the  Geneva  powers  of  the 
territorial  integrity  and  independence  of  not 
only  a  neutral  Viet  Nam  but  also  neighbor¬ 
ing  Laos  and  Cambodia. 

7.  The  Geneva  powers  also  should  under¬ 
take  a  rehabilitation  and  development  plan 
for  all  three  countries. 

FIRST  SINCE  SHASTRI 

Mrs.  Gandhi’s  statement  was  the  first  ma¬ 
jor  utterance  by  an  Indian  leader  on  the  Viet 
Nam  war  since  the  late  Prime  Minister  Lai 
Bahadur  Shastri  called  for  an  end  to  UB, 
bombings  of  North  Viet  Nam  soon  after  they 
started  in  February,  1985.  Shastri’s  reward, 
many  believe,  was  the  suspension  of  an  in¬ 
vitation  to  visit  the  United  States. 

At  least  the  first  three  points  of  Mrs. 
^Gandhi’s  plan  appear  to  observers  here  as 
cceptable  to  the  United  States,  but  Hanoj 
and  Peking  have  insisted  on  the  immediaf’ 
withdrawal  of  U.S.  troops,  something  that 
would,  come  later  under  the  Gandhi  proposal. 

Before  withdrawal,  under  Mrs.  Gandhi’s 
plan,  would  come  possibly  stronger/ peace¬ 
keeping  measures  than  the  ICC  is  presently 
empowered\o  take. 

This  appears  to  be  a  reiteration,  in  a 
wider  context, \rf  Indian  President  Sarvepalli 
Radhakrishnan’Sk  proposal  op’  more  than  a 
year  ago  for  an  international  peacekeeping 
force  in  Viet  Nam.\lt  als<y  appears  to  be  an 
extension  of  talks  ok  the  same  subject  be¬ 
tween  Shastri  and  Pjmne  Minister  Lester 
Pearson  of  Canada  liyOttawa  in  June  1965. 

HINTS  AT/RE  UNIFICATION 

The  next  two  points  of  Mite.  Gandhi’s  plan 
appear  here  to  toe  potentiallyN^nattractive  to 
the  United  Stages. 

This  is  partly  because  there  le  reason  to 
believe  thajr  the  Indian  prime  minister  has 
in  mind  ^reunified  Viet  Nam,  after\essation 
of  hostUfties,  under  President  Ho  Cnt  Minh 
of  North  Viet  Nam.  She  hinted  at  thfk  in  a 
recemc  birthday  message  to  him.  Nowhere 
in  her  peace  plan  does  she  mention  South 
Vhft  Nam. 

But  if  the  Russians  back  this  plan,  it  is' 
'"reasoned  here,  there  is  no  reason  it  would 
lead  to  a  Chinese-dominated  Viet  Nam.  Mrs. 
Gandhi  specifies  that  the  entire  country 
would  be  “insulated”  and  “neutral”  and  its 
borders  and  independence  “guaranteed”  dur¬ 
ing  and  after  self-determination,  presumably 
by  free  elections. 

Moreover,  the  last  point,  calling  for  co¬ 
ordinated  economic  aid  to  Viet  Nam,  Laos 
and  Cambodia — all  to  be  protected  by  the 
Geneva  powers — accords  with  an  earlier  pro¬ 
posal  by  President  Johnson. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
know  that  there  are  those  who  find  fault 
with  anyone  who  uses  the  word  “peace,” 
or  repeats  the  word  “negotiations.”  How¬ 
ever,  somehow,  some  way,  some  time,  the 
situation  in  Vietnam  will  be  settled  at 
the  conference  table  through  negotia¬ 
tions.  It  is  just  not  going  to  peter  out. 
I  would  hope  that  in  view  of  the  pro¬ 
posal  made  by  the  Prime  Minister  of  In¬ 
dia,  Mrs.  Indira  Gandhi,  and  tied  in  with 
the  fact  that  the  Prime  Minister  of  the 
United  Kingdom,  Mr.  Harold  Wilson, 
will,  next  week,  be  visiting  the  Soviet 
Union,  when  Mr.  Wilson  and  Messrs. 


Kosygin  and  Brezhnev  meet,  they 
recognize  their  responsibilities  as 
chairmen  of  the  Geneva  Conventior 
1954  and  1962,  and  that  they  will  exp 
their  authority  and  assume  their 
sponsibilities,  and  on  their  own  initiative 
reconvene  the  Geneva  Conferen6e  for  the 
purpose  of  getting  the  situation  in  Viet¬ 
nam  to  the  negotiation  table. 

I  think  it  is  imperative/  I  know  that 
so  far  as  the  President 'of  the  United 
States  is  concerned,  ,rio  man  is  more 
eager  to  reach  that/table,  to  sit  down 
with  whoever  may  Joe  there,  and  to  ar¬ 
rive  at  a  reasonable  and  an  honorable 
settlement — a  settlement  which  will  give 
some  degree  ot  assurance  to  all  of  south¬ 
east  Asia — not  just  Vietnam — a  settle¬ 
ment  which'will  be  guaranteed  by  all  the 
great  pow.ers,  a  settlement  which  will  al¬ 
low  us  fc6  get  out  of  Vietnam,  not  to 
withdraw  hastily,  and  a  settlement  which 
will  make  it  very  apparent  that  we  have 
no  desire  for  bases  such  as  Cam  Ranh 
and  others  by  means  of  which  we  could 
iaintain  a  foothold  for  years  and  dec¬ 
ides  to  come. 

Every  word  I  have  stated,  I  am  sure, 
fits  in  with  what  the  President  has  been 
trying  to  do  over  this  past  year  or  more 
to  bring  this  matter  to  a  conclusion. 

Accordingly,  I  hope  that  Mr.  Wilson 
and  Messrs.  Brezhnev  and  Kosygin  will 
take  up  the  propsoals  laid  down  by  Mrs. 
Indira  Gandhi,  Prime  Minister  of  India, 
and  that  out  of  this  meeting  in  Moscow 
next  week  will  come  some  small  ray  of 
hope  which  will  bring  this  matter  to  a 
conclusion  and  bring  back  to  the  world — 
especially  to  the  Far  East,  and  most 
especially  to  southeast  Asia — a  degree  of 
stability  and  peace  which  it  has  not  had 
for  more  than  two  decades. 

So,  again,  I  commend  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Idaho  and  his  col¬ 
leagues  for  taking  this  initiative  and  ex¬ 
press  the  hope  that  his  efforts,  which 
have  been  persistent,  and  accomplished 
under  difficulties — because  he  has  re¬ 
ceived  his  share  of  criticism — will  con¬ 
tinue. 

I  am  delighted  that  this  statement  has 
vbeen  made,  and  again  extend  my  com- 
lendation  and  thanks  to  him. 

[r.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  very  much.  I  would  only  mention 
that \early  all  of  the  Senators  who  have 
joinecrhi  the  signing  of  this  plea  previ¬ 
ously  joined  in  a  letter  to  the  President 
last  January,  expressing  the  hope  that 
the  suspension  of  the  bombing,  then  in 
effect,  wouldNbe  continued,  and  that  the 
new  round  of  spmbing  would  not  be  re¬ 
newed. 

Some  Senators \(ho  joined  in  the  sign¬ 
ing  of  this  plea  were  not  parties  to  that 
letter,  but  are  nonetheless  identified  as 
Senators  who  have  resisted  the  accelera¬ 
tion  of  the  war,  who  'have  sought  to 
further  the  efforts  for  pkace,  and  who 
have  worked  to  keep  open\the  path  of 
moderation  which  might  lea\to  negoti¬ 
ations. 

As  to  the  threatened  execution^  these 
American  prisoners  of  war,  we  ntoe  to 
make  it  unmistakably  clear  that  thexxm- 
sequences  of  such  an  atrocity  will' 
very  grave.  By  adding  our  voices  in  tim^ 
ly  warning,  we  seek  to  contribute  to  theV 
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AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
related  agencies  for  tire  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  Depart- 

5  ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes;  namely: 
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DEPARTMENT  OE  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I— GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research 
relating  to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and 
consumer  use,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and 
animal  diseases,  and  to  perform  related  inspection,  quaran¬ 
tine  and  regulatory  work:  Provided,  That  appropriations 
hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further , 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft  and  the  purchase  of 
not  to  exceed  two  for  replacement  only:  Provided  further, 
That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant 
to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  alteration,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improve¬ 
ments,  but  unless  otherwise  provided,  the  cost  of  construct¬ 
ing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses  connecting  green¬ 
houses)  shall  not  exceed  $20,000,  except  for  six  buildings 
to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
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$45,000  each,  and  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building 
during  the  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  whichever  is  greater: 
Provided  further ,  That  the  limitations  on  alterations  con¬ 
tained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $100,000 
for  facilities  at  Beltsville,  Maryland: 

Research:  For  research  arid  demonstrations  on  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural 
marketing  and  distribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  home 
economics  or  nutrition  and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and 
associated  products;  and  related  research  and  services;  and 
for  acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at 
a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100;  ( 1  )$4-20tO-7^^-OO9  $123,- 
844,600,  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  from 
funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24, 
1935,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred 
to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation,  of  which  (2)8 1-0  r 
04-9t090  $ 11,869,000  shall  remain  available  until  expended 
for  construction  and  improvement  of  facilities  without  regard 
to  limitations  contained  herein,  and  (3)85,1  (KMFK)  $3,965,- 
700  shall  be  used  to  continue  research  activities  scheduled  for 
reduction  or  elimination  in  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967 : 
Provided,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall  not 
apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the 
Act  of  April  24,  1948  (21  1T.S.C.  113a)  (4);  Provided 
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further,  That  none  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall 
he  used  to  formulate  a  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  1968  of  more 
than  $ 15,000,000  for  research  to  he  financed  by  transfer 
from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August 
24,  1935,  and  pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-25; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control:  For  opera¬ 
tions  and  measures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control 
and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for 
carrying  out  assigned  inspection,  quarantine,  and  regulatory  ^ 
activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  expenses  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21  U.S.C. 

1 14b-c) ,  (5)$76, 7-61^000  $ 81,498,200  of  which  $1 ,500,000 
shall  be  apportioned  for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of 
insects  and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet 
emergency  conditions :  Provided,  That  no  funds  shall  be  used  ^ 
to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require  minimum 
matching  by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum  (6):  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  $ 100,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  by 
this  paragraph  shall  remain  available  until  expended  for  the 
planning  of  facilities  without  regard  to  limitations  placed 
herein :  Provided,  further,  That,  in  addition,  in  emergencies 
which  threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  industries  of  the  conn- 
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try,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appropriations 
or  funds  available  to  the  agencies  or  corporations  of 
the  Department  such  sums  as  he  may  deem  necessary, 
to  be  available  only  in  such  emergencies  for  the  arrest  and 
eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disease,  rinderpest,  contagious 
pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  infectious  diseases 
of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  diseases  in 
poultry,  and  for  expenses  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of 
February  28,  1947,  as  amended,  and  any  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  year  shall  be  merged  with  such  transferred 
amounts ; 

Special  fund:  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  sub¬ 
professional  and  junior  scientific  help  to  be  employed  under 
contracts  and  cooperative  agreements  to  strengthen  the  wTork 
at  research  installations  in  the  field,  not  more  than 
$2,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this  head  for 
the  previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator 
of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental  re¬ 
search  programs  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so 
used  to  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  the  appropria¬ 
tion  otherwise  available  under  “Salaries  and  expenses,  Re¬ 
search”. 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY 

PROGRAM) 

For  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned 
by  the  United  States  for  market  development  research  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  104  (a)  and  for  agricultural  and  forestry 
research  and  other  functions  related  thereto  authorized  by 
section  104  (k)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704(a) 
(k)  ) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  <( 7 )$379007000 
$6,000,000 :  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  in  addition  to  other  appropriations  for  these  purposes, 
for  payments  in  the  foregoing  currencies:  Provided  further, 
That  funds  appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  for  payments  in 
such  foreign  currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are 
needed  and  can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  paragraph :  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed 
$25,000  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  payments 
in  foreign  currencies  for  expenses  of  employment  pursuant 
to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for 
grants  for  cooperative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facil- 
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1  ities,  and  for  other  expenses,  including  (8^48-744-37090  $53,- 

2  113,000,  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Hatch  Act, 

3  approved  March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved 

4  August  11,  1955  (7  U.S.O.  361a-361i),  including  admin- 

5  istration  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture; 

6  (9)$2 ,- 500,000  $ 3,000,000  for  grants  for  cooperative  forestry 

7  research  under  the  Act  approved  October  10,  1962  (16 

8  U.S.C.  582a — 582a-7)  ;  $2,000,000  in  addition  to  funds 

9  otherwise  available  for  contracts  and  grants  for  scientific 

10  research  under  the  Act  of  August  4,  1965  (79  Stat.  431)  ; 

11  $2,000,000  for  grants  for  facilities  under  the  Act  approved 

12  July  22,  1963  (77  Stat.  90)  ;  $310,000  for  penalty  mail 

13  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations  under  section  6 

14  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended;  and  (10)$304,000 

15  $317,000  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State 

16  Research  Service,  including  administration  of  payments  to 

17  State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  funds  for  employ- 

18  ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 

19  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to 

20  exceed  $50,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act 

21  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  ;  in  all, 

22  $60,740,000. 
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Extension  Service 

COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND 

EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Eico:  For  payments  for 
cooperative  agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith- 
Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the 
Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (7 
U.S.C.  341-349),  to  be  distributed  under  sections  3(b) 
and  3(c)  of  the  Act,  (12)$74,347,500  $ 77,347,500 
(13)  (except  $2,800,000  which  may  be  distributed  under 
section  3(d)  of  the  Act);  and  payments  and  contracts  for 
such  work  under  section  204(b) -205  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,570,000; 
in  all,  ( 1 4)$7 5 , 94-7 ,500  $ 78,917 ,500 :  Provided,  That  funds 
hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3  (c)  of  the  Act  of 
June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto  Eico 
prior  to  availability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources 
for  expenditure  during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Eetirement  and  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  ex¬ 
tension  agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal  re¬ 
tirement  and  for  reimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Fund  for  cooperative  extension 
employees,  $8,139,500. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative 
extension  agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,113,000. 
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Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953, 
the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962 
(7  U.S.O.  341-349),  and  extension  aspects  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.O.  1621-1627),  and 
to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for  the  exten¬ 
sion  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States  and 
insular  possessions,  $2,654,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1926  (7  U.S.C.  451-457),  and  for  conducting  research  re¬ 
lating  to  the  economic  and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer  co¬ 
operatives,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,175,000. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

CONSERVATION  OPERATIONS 
For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  in¬ 
cluding  preparation  of  conservation  plans  and  establishment 
of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and  water  (including  farm 
irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special  measures  as 
may  he  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of  reser¬ 
voirs)  ;  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 
II.E.  14596 - 2 
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mapping  of  soil;  dissemination  of  information;  purchase  id 
erection  or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and  opera  m 
and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  $109,235,000:  Provided, 
the  cost  of  any  permanent  building  purchased,  erecte<  >r 
as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  constructing  a  v  er 
supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the  same  to  iv 
such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  acqi  ed 
in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purpoes, 
shall  not  exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be  ob¬ 
structed  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  eight  built  gs 
to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exced 
$15,000  per  building  and  except  that  alterations  or  im¬ 
provements  to  other  existing  permanent  buildings  cosing 
$2,500  or  more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  b  m 
amount  not  to  exceed  $500  per  building:  Provided  fur  r, 
That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  tie 
construction  of  any  such  building  on  land  not  owned  by  tie 
Government:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  ap  o- 
priation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and  water  conserve  a 
operations  under  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.>  J. 
590a-590f)  in  demonstration  projects:  Provided  fur  r, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  em  y- 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a  )f 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exced 
$5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  sectioi  5 
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of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided 
further,  That  qualified  local  engineers  may  he  temporarily 
employed  at  per  diem  rates  to  perform  the  technical  plan¬ 
ning  work  of  the  service. 

WATERSHED  PLANNING 

For  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investiga¬ 
tions  and  planning,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
1001-1008) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $6,142,- 
000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances 
of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head:  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a) 
of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $50,000  shall  he  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  river  basin  surveys 
and  investigations,  and  research,  and  to  carry  out  preventive 
measures,  including,  hut  not  limited  to,  engineering  opera¬ 
tions,  methods  of  cultivation,  the  growing  of  vegetation,  and 
changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4, 
1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  and  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a— f) , 
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to  remain  available  until  expended,  (15)$67,020,000  $70,- 
000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the 
Department  for  watershed  protection  purposes:  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed 
$100,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section 

15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided 
further,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000,  together  with  the 
unobligated  balance  of  funds  previously  appropriated  for 
loans  and  related  expense,  shall  be  available  for  such 
purposes. 

FLOOD  PKEVENTION 

For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood 
Control  Act,  approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709, 

16  U.S.C.  1006a),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  laws  relating  to  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works  of  improvement, 
including  fimds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a),  to  remain  available  until  expended;  $25,654,000, 
with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended  balances  of 
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funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  for  flood  prevention  purposes:  Provided ,  That  not  to 
exceed  $200,000,  together  with  the  unobligated  balance  of 
funds  previous^  appropriated  for  loans  and  related  expense, 
shall  be  available  for  such  purposes. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of 
conservation  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section 
16(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of  August  7,  1956  (16  U.S.C. 
590p),  ( 1 6)$  1 6 , 1 42^900  $ 18,500,000 ,  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for 
sound  land  use,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32  (e) 
of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011;  76  Stat.  607) ,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) , 
(17 )$4t347 ,000  $ 4,574,000 ,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  such 
amount  shall  be  available  for  loans  and  related  expenses  un¬ 
der  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended:  Provided  further,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 
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to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

Economic  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research 
Service  in  conducting  economic  research  and  service  relating 
to  agricultural  production,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 
U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  other  laws,  including  economics 
of  marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income  and 
population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources 
in  agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and 
farm  finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for 
farm  products  in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  pros¬ 
pects  for  United  States  exports,  progress  in  economic  de¬ 
velopment  and  its  relation  to  sales  of  farm  products,  assembly 
and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics  and  analysis  of 
international  financial  and  monetary  programs  and  policies 
as  they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm 
products;  (18)1^24)32,000  $ 12,182,000 :  Provided,  That 
not  less  than  $350,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  to  continue  to  gather  statistics  and 
conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  between  the 


« 


1  farmer  and  consumer:  Provided  further,  That  this  appro- 

2  priation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the 

3  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 

4  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be 

5  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
6'  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided,  further,  That 

7  not  less  than  $145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro- 

8  priation  shall  be  available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related 

9  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  infoimation 

10  on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  faim  commod- 

11  ities  in  world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis. 

12  Statistical  Reporting  Service 

13  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

14  For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting 

15  Service  in  conducting  statistical  reporting  and  service 

16  work,  including  crop  and  livestock  estimates,  statistical  co- 

17  ordination  and  improvements,  and  marketing  surveys,  as 

18  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7 

19  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  (19)$4-3, -272^000  $13- 

20  575,000 :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appro- 

21  priated  shall  be  available  for  any  expense  incident  to  publish- 

22  ing  estimates  of  apple  production  for  other  than  the  commer- 

23  cial  crop:  Provided  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 

24  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 

25  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) , 
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and  not  to  exceed  $40,000  shall  be  available  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a) . 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING,  AND  REGULATORY 

PROGRAMS 


For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to 
consumer  protection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution, 
and  regulatory  programs,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  and  for  administration  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  payments  to  States ;  including  field  employment 
pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a) ,  in  carrying  out  section  201  (a)  to  201  (d) ,  inclusive, 
of  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7 
U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203  (j)  of  the  Agricultural  Mar¬ 
keting  Act  of  1946;  (20)$8-2r757,000  $83,581,000. 


PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 
For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and 
departments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing 
activities  under  section  204  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623  (b)),  $1,750,000. 
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1  SPECIAL  MILK  PEOGEAM 

2  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  special  milk 

3  program,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961  (7 

4  U.S.C.  1446,  note),  (21)$50,0007000  $ 105,000,000 , 

5  (22)and  in  addition  $td>70007000  shall  ho  transferred  from 

6  funds  available  under  section  02-  of  the  Aet  of  August  24-y 

7  4035  -(4  15.S.0-.  642e}7  and  merged  with  this  appropriatiom 

8  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PEOGEAM 

9  For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 

10  the  National  School  Limch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 

11  1751-1760),  (23)^4577000^0  $ 169,500,000 ,  including 

12  (2 4)$ 2-, 0007000  $ 4,500,000  for  special  assistance  to  needy 

13  schools,  as  authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That  no  part  of 

14  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for  nonfood  assistance  under 

15  section  5  of  said  Act:  Provided  further,  That  $45,000,000 

16  shall  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds  available 

17  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C. 

18  612c) ,  for  purchase  and  distribution  of  agricultural  commod- 

19  ities  and  other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National 

20  School  Lunch  Act. 

21  FOOD  STAMP  PEOGEAM 

22  For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program  pur- 

23  suant  to  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  (25)$450700070007 
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to  be  provided  free*  feeds  available  trader  section  32-  el  fee 
feel  el  A-ugust  24-r  4333  -fe  U.S.C.  643e)-  $ 110,000,000, 
and  in  addition  $ 30,000,000  appropriated  under  this  head 
in  Public  Law  89-316,  approved  November  2,  1965,  shall 
be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation^ 6) : 

Provided,  That  no  funds  available  in  this  Act  shall  be  used 
to  plan  or  formulate  a  food  stamp  program  for  fiscal  1968 
to  be  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  from  funds  available 
under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  ^ 

612c). 

REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

(SECTION  3  2) 

No  funds  available  under  section  32  of  fee  feet  of  Au¬ 
gust  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  other  than  commodity  program  expenses  as  authorized 
therein,  and  other  related  operating  expenses,  except  for 
( 1 )  transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  authorized 
by  the  Dish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2)  trans¬ 
fers  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  and  (3)  not  more  than 
82,924,000  Tor  formulation  and  administration  of  marketing 
agreement  *nd  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Mar- 
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keting  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  tlie  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1961. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Service,  including  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C.  1761-1768),  market  development 
activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling  the  Secretary  to  coordi¬ 
nate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department  in  connection 
with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed  $35,- 
000  for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant 
to  section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C. 
1766) ,  (2 7)82 1 ,088,000  $21,349,000 :  Provided,  That  not 
less  than  $255,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and  related  facts  on 
foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  meth¬ 
ods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in 
world  trade  on  a  competitive  basis:  Provided  further ,  That, 
in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  by  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  2 A  1935,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c) ,  shall  be  merged  v At :  his  appro- 
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priation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service. 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  l-17a) ,  $1,398,000. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 

Service 

EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 
CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  including  ex¬ 
penses  to  formulate  and  carry  out  programs  authorized  by 
title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393)  ;  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161)  ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a), 
16  (d) ,  16  (e) ,  16  (f) ,  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g- 
590q;  7  U.S.C.  1010-1011)  ;  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and  1816)  ; 
and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
(2 8)$1 2 8, 558y0-00  $ 130,424,500 :  Provided ,  That,  in  addi¬ 
tion,  not  to  exceed  (29>$75t80^600  $ 77,545,000  may  be 
transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation  from  the 
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Commodity  Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $30,008,000  under  the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  administrative  expenses)  :  Provided  further, 
That  other  funds  made  available  to  the  Agricultural  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  Conservation  Service  for  authorized  activities  may 
he  advanced  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made 
available  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  (1)  to  influence  the 
vote  in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural  legis¬ 
lation,  except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for 
salaries  or  other  expenses  of  members  of  county  and  com¬ 
munity  committees  established  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended,  for  engaging  in  any  activities  other  than  advisory 
and  supervisory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions  pre¬ 
scribed  in  administrative  regulations. 

sugar  act  program 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161), 

$80,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  June  30  of  the  next 
succeeding  fiscal  year. 

AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program 
authorized  in  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  approved  Fehru- 
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ary  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590  (o) ,  590p 
(a),  and  590q) ,  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for  the 
preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays 
at  State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United 
States,  $220,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31 
of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the 
programs  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving 
practices  authorized  under  this  head  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Delated  Agencies  Appropriation  Acts, 
1965  and  1966,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1964, 
to  December  31,  1966,  inclusive:  Provided,  That  none  of 
the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries 
or  expenses  of  any  regional  information  employees  or  any 
State  information  employees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the 
answering  of  inquiries  or  supplying  of  information  at  the 
county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Provided  further,  That  no 
portion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s  program  may  be 
utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance  for  drain¬ 
age  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (HI) , 
4  (IV),  and  5(A^)  in  United  States  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of 
the  United  States,  1956:  Provided  further,  That  necessary 
amounts  shall  he  available  for  administrative  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  formulation  and  administration  of  the  1967 
program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water-conserving  prac- 
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tices,  including-  related  wildlife  conserving  practices,  under 
the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to 
$220,000,000,  excluding  administration,  except  that  no 
participant  shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where 
the  participants  from  two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join 
to  carry  out  approved  practices  designed  to  conserve  or  im¬ 
prove  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  community)  :  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  alloca¬ 
tion  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  for  any  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of 
such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee, 
be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for 
services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating  and  carrying  out 
the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the  participating 
counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Sendee  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assist¬ 
ance  in  such  comities,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  such  county  committee  and  approval  of  the  State 
committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per  centum  may  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local  public  agency  for 
the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions:  Provided 
further,  That  for  the  current  year’s  program  $2,500,000 
shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating;  and 
carrying  out  agricultural  conservation  practices:  Provided 
further,  That  such  amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  pur- 
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chase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime,  trees,  or  any  other  fanning 
material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and  making  grants 
thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carrying  out 
farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs 
provided  for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any 
funds  available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office, 
corporation,  or  other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such 
Department,  shall  he  used  in  the  current  fiscal  year  for  the 
payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of  any  person  who  has 
been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  pre¬ 
vent  pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2, 
1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section 
1913,  to  have  violated  or  attempted  to  violate  such  section 
which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal  appropriations  for  the 
payment  of  personal  services  or  other  expenses  designed  to 
influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  or 
oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except 
upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper  official 
channels. 

APPALACHIAN  REGION  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to 
carry  into  effect  section  203  of  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  of  1965,  (30)$27200,000  $3,000 - 
000(31'),  and  in  addition  $ 1,375,000  appropriated  under 
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this  head  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act, 
1965,  shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 


CKOPLAND  CONVERSION  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  promote  the  conservation  and 
economic  use  of  land  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
16  (e)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
(16  U.S.C.  590h,  590p) ,  as  amended,  (32)$7,500,000 
$10,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 


CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  Cropland 
Adjustment  Program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agricul¬ 
ture  Act  of  1965,  including  reimbursement  to  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation,  (3 3  )$90, 000,900  $50,000,000 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  agreements  entered  into  during  the  fiscal  year 
1967  shall  not  require  payments  during  the  calendar  year 
1967  exceeding  $80,000,000. 


CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 
For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation 
reserve  program  as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  and  C  of  the 
Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and 
1816) ,  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activities  for  the  acreage 
reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
$140,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank  pro- 
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grains:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid 
on  any  contract  which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the 
division  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of  evading  limits  on  annual 
payments  to  participants. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 

For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  be  used  for 
the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as 
funds  appropriated  under  this  head  in  the  Third  Supple¬ 
mental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  $5,000,000,  with  which  shall  he  merged  the 
unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for 
emergency  conservation  measures. 

Kural  Community  Development  Service 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of 
the  Eural  Community  Development  Service  in  providing 
leadership,  coordination,  liaison,  and  related  services  in  the 
rural  areas  development  activities  of  the  Department, 
(d4)$6-3-7 ,000  $2,300,000 :  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$3,000  shall  he  available  for  employment  under  section  15 
of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  including  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574)  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.O. 
55a),  $11,254,000. 

Packees  and  Stockyards  Act 

For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field 
employment  pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act 
of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  (35)^00^000  $ 2,604,000 . 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  Tees  or 
dues  for  the  use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field 
service,  $4,325,000. 

Office  of  Information 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for 
the  dissemination  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  informational  work  and  programs  authorized  by 
Congress  in  the  Department,  (3  6)$4, 826,000  $ 1,851,000 , 
of  which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  (37)$ 5-37 ,000 
$562,000  may  be  used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be 
adapted  to  the  interests  of  the  people  of  the  different  sections 
of  the  country,  an  equal  proportion  of  four-fifths  of  which 
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shall  be  available  to  be  delivered  to  or  sent  out  under  the 
addressed  franks  furnished  by  the  Senators,  Representatives, 
and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C. 
417) ,  and  not  less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand 
two  hundred  and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the 
Secretary  (known  as  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of  January  12,  1895  (44 
U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided,  That  in  the  preparation  of  motion 
pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Department,  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
H.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  shall  he  available 
for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

National  Agricultural  Library 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural 
Library,  (38)$2,447,000  $ 2,501,000 :  Provided,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to 
the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shall  be 
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available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

Office  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Manage¬ 
ment  Services  to  provide  management  support  services  to 
selected  agencies  and  offices  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  $2,600,000. 

General  Administration 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  and  for  general  administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  mis¬ 
cellaneous  supplies  and  expenses  not  otherwise  provided  for 
and  necessary  for  the  practical  and  efficient  work  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  $3,959,000:  Provided ,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable  appropria¬ 
tions  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as 
required  by  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act  (5  U.S.O. 
1001)  :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this 
amount  shall  be  available  for  official  reception  and  representa- 
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tion  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 
To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electri¬ 
fication  Act  of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924),  as 
follows : 


LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 

For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  (a)  of  said  Act,  and  to  remain  available 
without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accordance  with  section  3  (e) 
of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  electrification  program, 
(39)1365,000,000  $ 375,000,000 ,  (40>f  which  $72TbOO-,- 
000  shah  he  placed  hr  reserve  to  he  borrowed  under  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  re¬ 
quired  during  Ore  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing 
conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of 
the  rural  efcetrhieatien  program-^  and  rural  telephone  pro¬ 
grams  (41)4^0007000  $ 117,000,000 ,  (42)of  which 
$6,000,000  shah  he  placed  hr  reserve  to  he  borrowed  under 
the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount 
is  required  during  the  current  hseal  year  under  the  then 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed 
$500  for  financial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment 
pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706  (a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed 
$150,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act 
of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a), 

$12,302,000. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and 
advances  under  section  335  (a)  for  which  funds  are  not  other¬ 
wise  available,  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921) ,  as  amended,  may  he 
made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  direct  loan  account  as  follows:  real  estate  loans, 
$90,000-, 000;  and  operating  loans,  {44)$3O0tO00t00O 
$350,000,000,  (45)of  which  fhOyOOOyOOO  shah  ha  placed 
in  reserve  ta  he  used  only  to  the  extent  repaired  during  the 
eurrent  hseal  year  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the 
expeditious  and  orderly  eouduet  of  the  loan  program 
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RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 
For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306 
(a)  (6)  of  the  Consolidated  Fanners  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  $26,000,000. 

RURAL  HOUSING  DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 
For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  518(d)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (79  Stat.  500), 
$15,000,000  shall  be  available  from  funds  in  the  rural  hous¬ 
ing  direct  loan  account. 

RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 
For  financial  assistance  (46)to  public  non  profit  organiza- 
tiens  for  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  516  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42 
U.S.C.  1486) ,  $3,000,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

RURAL  RENEWAL 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  in  carrying  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  section 
32  (e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  $1,200,000,  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessaiy  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the 
programs  authorized  by  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
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Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1921-1990),  as 
amended,  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(42  U.S.C.  1471-1490),  and  the  Rural  Rehabilitation 
Corporation  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3, 
1950  (40  U.S.C.  440-444)  ;  (47)$54T0557009  $51,000,- 
000,  together  with  not  more  than  $2,250,000  of  the  charges 
collected  in  connection  with  the  insurance  of  loans  as  author¬ 
ized  by  section  309  (e)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  section 
514(b)  (3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended: 
Provided,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the 
funds  available  for  the  various  programs  administered  by 
this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  for 
temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574)  to  meet  unusual  or  heavy  workload  increases: 
Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  any  funds  in  this  para¬ 
graph  may  be  used  to  administer  a  program  which  makes 
rural  housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 
The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby 
authorized  to  make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of 
funds  and  borrowing  authority  available  to  each  such  cor¬ 
poration  or  agency  and  in  accord  with  law,  and  to  make 
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such  contracts  and  commitments  without  regard  to  fiscal 
year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary  in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the 
budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or 
agency,  except  as  hereinafter  provided: 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 

ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 
For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  (48)$8t- 
342,000  $ 8,546,000 . 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 

Not  to  exceed  (49)$ 4,1 50,000  $ 4,000,000  of  adminis¬ 
trative  and  operating  expenses  may  he  paid  from  premium 
income:  Provided,  That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Crop  Insur¬ 
ance  Corporation  Fund  is  insufficient  to  meet  indemnity  pay¬ 
ments  and  other  charges  against  such  Fund,  not  to  exceed 
$500,000  may  be  borrowed  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
may  prescribe,  but  repayment  of  such  amount  shall  include 
interest  at  a  rate  not  less  than  the  cost  of  money  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  a  comparable  period. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 
To  partially  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  for  net  realized  losses  sustained  but  not  previously  reim- 
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bursed,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15  U.S.C. 
713a-ll,  713a-12) ,  (5O)$h5#OpOOpOO0  $3,555,855,000 
(50-  Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act 

nliiill  Im  1 1  k/ul  Ia  f  t  UMVt  1 1 1  *  Ai!  u/liyn  l  >  l  of  (O*  AVAO’VUl  (  /  l  V  fl  >  o  iiiiLi 

uTittlil  IJU  iliM.  U  l U  1U1  lllLllcll  U  v'l  ttAllllllllo ILI  J4 l  Ui^l  (llilo  1U1  tJl  1 VJ  bitiU 

of  agricultural  commodities  pursuant  to  titles  4  or  Pd  of  Pub- 
lie  Pew  48tb  8rlrd  Congress^  as  amended?  to  any  nation 
which  sells  or  furnishes  or  which  permits  ships  or  aircraft 

miiloi!  llij  yi/^ yvi  L'f  vit  j  i  \  4 1*0,1  i  i;ii(  wh  f /a  AT  /ypflv  AT  i  A.ti>  rvi  vv  01117 
Ullul  1  1  to  rr^totTv  t  U  14  c  1 1 J  lo  j>  I'  -Li?  1 U  P  U 1  til  V  JC LI  let  111  trl  I  V 

mentj  materials  or  commodities?  so  Png  as  North  N 
governed  by  a  Communist  regime;  Provided,  That  unless  the 
President  determines  that  the  national  interest  requires  other¬ 
wise,  no  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  administer  programs  for  the  sale  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  pursuant  to  titles  l  or  IV  of  Public  Law 
480,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  to  any  nation  which 
sells  or  furnishes  or  ivhich  permits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its 
registry  to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  any  equipment,  mate¬ 
rials,  or  commodities,  so  long  as  hostilities  are  in  progress 
in  Vietnam. 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  he  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any 
activity  or  any  program  authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That 
not  to  exceed  $34,300,000  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Corporation:  Provided  further,  That 
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$945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  available  only  to 
expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corporation 
pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter : 
Provided  further,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this 
authorization  shall  he  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned 
pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
for  use  only  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  be¬ 
come  necessary  to  carry  out  program  operations:  Provided 
further,  That  all  necessary  expenses  (including  legal  and 
special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee  basis,  but  not 
including  other  personal  services)  in  connection  with  the 
acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  or  dispo¬ 
sition  of  any  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the  Cor¬ 
poration  or  in  which  it  has  an  interest,  including  expenses 
of  collections  of  pledged  collateral,  shall  he  considered  as  non- 
administrative  expenses  for  the  purposes  hereof. 

PUBLIC  LAW  480 

For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1967,  not  otherwise 
recoverable,  and  unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including 
interest  thereon,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1 701— 
1709,  1721-1724,  1731-1736),  to  remain  available  until 
expended,  as  follows:  (1)  Sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said  Act, 
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$1,040,000,000;  (2)  commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency 
famine  relief  to  friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said 
Act,  $200,000,000;  and  (3)  long-term  supply  contracts 
pursuant  to  title  IV  of  said  Act,  $377,000,000. 

(5 2)lNTER-XAT  IONAL  WHEAT  Af i -RE-BM EAT 


For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1967  and 
prior  years-  costs?  ineluding  interest  thereon?  under  tfie  In- 

Aet  el  1949,  as  amended  -f7- 
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TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 


Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 
Not  to  exceed  $3,032,000  (from  assessments  collected 
from  farm  credit  agencies)  sfiall  fie  obligated  during  tfie  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  for  administrative  expenses. 

National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber 

expenses 

For  necessaiy  expenses,  not  otfierwise  provided,  of  the 
National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber  estab¬ 
lished  to  assist  tfie  President’s  Committee  on  Food  and  Fiber, 
including  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  (53)$fi5O,09O  $ 600,000 . 
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TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law. 
appropriations  and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department 
under  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  specifically  provided  for,  of  not  to  exceed  four 
hundred  and  (54)twenty-one  thirty-four  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such 
vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting 
the  employment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment 
under  the  appropriation  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  shall  he  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2131). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this 
Act  shall  be  used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  the  Department  who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on 
behalf  of  the  Department  or  any  division,  commission,  or 
bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be  issued,  any  prediction, 
oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage  threatened 
or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or 
incident  to  research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable 
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domestic  product  is  available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropri¬ 
ated  by  this  Act  shall  be  expended  in  the  purchase  of  twine 
manufactured  from  commodities  or  materials  produced  out¬ 
side  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  for  research  and  service  work  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Acts  of  August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and 
September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427,  1621-1629;  42  U.S.C. 
1891-1893) ,  shall  be  available  for  contracting  in  accordance 
with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the 
current  fiscal  year  unless  expressly  so  provided  herein. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Delated  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1967”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  26,  1966. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  July  15,  1966. 

Attest:  EMERY  L.  FRAZIER, 


Secretary. 
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OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
WASHINGTON,  D.  C.  20250 
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XHLIGHTS:  House  adopted  conference  report  on  smal\  reclamation  projects  bill. 
House  subcommittee  approved  bill  Jco  repeal  Naval  Store\  Act. 


SENATE 


1.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS;  WATER.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  2747,  to  authorise  an 

agreement/with  Mexico  for  joint  measures  for  solution  of  the  Lower  Rio\Grande 
salinity  problem,  pp.  19318-9 

2.  BANKHtfG.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3158,  to  strengthen  the  regulatory  and  super^ 
visory  authority  of  Federal  agencies  over  insured  banks  and  insured  savings  ah^l 

>an  associations,  pp.  19360-85 


2 


3.  PERSONNEL;  RETIREMENT.  Passed  as  reported  S.  699,  to  provide  for  inclusion/of 
certain  periods  of  reemployment  of  annuitants  for  the  purpose  of  computing 
annuities  of  their  surviving  spouses,  pp.  19385-6 


4.  PEACE  CORPS.  The  Senate  made  its  pending  business  S.  3418,  the  PeacyCorps 
authorization  bill.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  had  reported  £nis  bill 
earlier  in  the  day  (S.  Rept.  1486).  pp.  19313,  19400 


5.  SCHOOL  MILK.\  Sen.  Proxmire  praised  the  school  milk  program  as  af  "preventive 
health  measure”  because  it  provides  good  nutrition  for  children  in  their  for¬ 
mative  years.Xp,  19340 


6.  FORESTS.  Sen.  Mods  commended  the  Forest  Service's  new  ”f pte  scan"  program  of 
fire  detection  and  ^mapping  research,  p.  19341 

Sen.  Morse  inserted  several  articles  which  "depict progress  in  conservation 
on  private  forest  lan'ds"  in  Western  states,  pp.  19352-3 


7.  WORLD  FOOD.  Sen.  McGovern  inserted  a  speech  which  /States  that  in  view  of  the 
growth  in  world  population^  a  food  shortage  "cata^rophe"  appears  a  near  cer¬ 
tainty.  pp.  19344-6 


8.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Hruska  spokev in  opposition/to  the  proposed  "Foreign  Aid 
Planning  Committee"  and  inserted  some  research  information  on  the  subject, 
pp.  19348-51 


9.  INFLATION.  Sen.  Byrd,  Va. ,  expressed  concern  "over  the  alarming  signs  of  in¬ 
creasing  debt  and  inflation."  p.  19532 

Sens.  Gore,  Long,  La.,  and  Morse /expressed  concern  over  "high  interest  rates 
and  tight  money,"  and  Sen.  Long,  ,  seated  that  interest  rate  increases  raise 
the  cost  of  farm  production  and  £ne  farmed  "must  raise  his  prices  or  take  a 
loss."  pp.  19400-3 


HOUSE 


10.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  14596,  the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  (p.  19258)  qmd  H.  R.  15941, ^ghe  defense  appropriation  bi-H 


11.  RECLAMATION.  Agreed  ,to  the  second  (revised)  conference\report  on  S.  602,  to 
amend  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  of  1956  (pp.  19258-60).  This  bill 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  See  Digest  136  for  provisions  of  the  re¬ 
port. 


12.  NAVAL  STORES.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  approved  for  full 
committee  action  H.  R,  7381,  to  repeal  the  Naval  Stores  Act.  P>  D789 


13.  INTEREST  RATES.  Rep.  Patman  urged  passage  of  the  bill  to  hold  dow\ interest 


rates,  /p.  19258 


14.  WHEAT,  Rep.  Dole  stated  that  most  wheat  producers  feel  that  the  recent\wheat 

sage  increase  "is  no  guarantee  of  greater  profits"  and  asked  assuranoe  from 
tty(s  Department  that  "there  will  be  no  efforts,.. to  control  the  market  pr^ce." 
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House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Edward  G.  Latch, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

O  satisfy  us  early  with  Thy  mercy;  so 
that  we  may  rejoice  and  be  glad  all  our 
days. — Psalm  90:  14. 

O  God  and  Father  of  us  all,  yho  art 
a  tower  of  defense  to  all  who  put  their 
trust  in  Thee — we  come  before  Thee  this 
moment  in  gratitude  for  Thy  steadfast 
love  and  for  Thy  enduring  faithfulness^ 
In  Thee  alone  is  our  hope,  our  strength, 
and  our  very  life.  Inspire  us,  the  leaders 
of  our  people,  with  a  clear  vision  and  a 
definite  mission  to  meet  the  needs  of  our 
country  with  clean  minds,  understanding 
hearts,  and  loyal  spirits.  We  pray  that 
Thy  spirit  may  be  so  alive  within  us 
that  we  will  be  men  who  put  truth  be¬ 
fore  falsehood,  good  will  above  ill  will, 
self-denial  in  place  of  self-interest,  high 
principles  over  low  prejudices — so  shall 
we  be  champions  of  justice  and  peace,  so 
shall  we  continue  to  hold  a  high  regard 
for  personality  everywhere.  May  Thy 
will  be  done  in  us  and  in  all  men.  In 
the  Master’s  name  we  pray.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
Thursday,  August  18,  1936,  was  read  and 
approved. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  b^  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title : 

H.R.  8760.  An  act  to  amend  the  provisions 
of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act,  1961  (33  U.S.C.  1001- 
1015),  to  implement  the  provisions  of  the 
International  Convention  for  the  Prevention 
of  the  Pollution  of  the  Sea  by  Oil,  1954,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message,,  hlso  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title : 

H.R.45941.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal 
yejcr  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for  other 
purposes. 


The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (H.R.  15941)  entitled  “An  act 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes,” 
requests  a  conference  with  the  House  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  appoints  Mr.  Russell  of 
Georgia,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  McClellan,  Mr. 
Ellender,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Symington, 
\Mr.  Saltonstall,  Mr.  Young  of  North 
Dakota,  and  Mrs.  Smith  to  be  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Thq  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Hoii&e  to  the  bill  (S.  3052)  entitled 
“An  act  to  provide  for  a  coordinated 
national  highway  safety  program 
through  financial  assistance  to  the  States 
to  accelerate  highway  traffic  safety  pro¬ 
grams,  and  for  other  purposes,”  requests 
a  conference  with  the  House  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  ttie'two  Houses  thereon, 
and  appoints  Mr  Randolph,  Mr.  Green¬ 
ing,  Mr.  Muskie,  Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Cooper, 
and  Mr.  Fong  to  be  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate.  \ 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amiend- 
pients  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (HtR. 
15456)  entitled  “An  act  making  appro\ 
priations  for  the  legislative  branch  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and 
for  other  purposes.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments  of  the 
House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title : 

S.  2663.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dinesh 
Kumar  Poddar. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  of  the  following 
titles,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested : 

S.  476.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  approved 
March  18,  1950,  providing  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  airports  in  or  in  close  proximity  to 
national  parks,  national  monuments,  and 
national  recreation  areas,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

S.  1596.  An  act  to  promote  the  domestic 
and  foreign  commerce  of  the  United  States 
by  modernizing  practices  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 


ernment  relating  to  .the  inspection  of  per¬ 
sons,  merchandise,  and  conveyances  moving 
Into,  through,  an$k  out  of  the  United  States, 
and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  3197.  An  act  to  amend  section  416  of 
the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958; 

S.  3446.  An  act  to  consolidate  and  reen¬ 
act  certain  of  the  shipping  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  for  other  purposes;  and 

S.  3708.  An  act  to  assist  comprehensive  city 
demonstration  programs  for  rebuilding  slum 
And  blighted  areas  and  for  providing  the 
public  facilities  and  services  necessary  to 
improve  the  general  welfare  of  the  people 
who  live  in  those  areas,  to  assist  and  en¬ 
courage  planned  metropolitan  development, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Vice  President,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
170,  74th  Congress,  appointed  Mr.  Young 
of  Ohio  to  be  an  alternate  delegate  to 
the  Interparliamentary  Union  Confer¬ 
ence  to  be  held  in  Teheran,  Iran,  Septem¬ 
ber  27  to  October  4, 1966. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Vice  President,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
689,  84th  Congress,  appointed  Mr.  Clark 
to  be  an  alternate  delegate  to  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  Parlia¬ 
mentary  Conference  to  be  held  in  Paris, 
France,  November  14  to  19  1966. 


APPOINTMENT  AS  MEMBERS  OF  THE 

U.S.  GROUP  OF  THE  NORTH  AT- 
\  LANTIC  TREATY  PARLIAMENTARY 
\?ONFERENCE 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visionupf  section  1,  Public  Law  689,  84th 
Congress,,  the  Chair  appoints  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  U.S.  group  of  the  North  At¬ 
lantic  Treaty  Parliamentary  Conference 
the  following  Members  on  the  part  of  the 
House:  The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Hays]  as  chairmah,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Rodino],  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Denton],  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Rivers], 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark],  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Arends],  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Chamberlain],  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Bates],  and  th'&,gen- 
tleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Findley]  \ 
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MAKING  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  THE  ,  Now  $140  million  was  stolen  from  some- 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  FOR  THE 
FISCAL  YEAR  ENDING  JUNE  30, 
1967,  AND  FOR  OTHER  PURPOSES 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  14596)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  Senate  amendments 
thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  and  agree  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

The  Chair  hears  none  and  appoints  the 
following  conferees:  Messrs.  Whitten, 
Natcher,  Hull,  Morris,  Mahon,  Michel, 
Langen,  and  Bow. 


PERMISSION  TO  SIT  DURING  GEN¬ 
ERAL  DEBATE  TODAY,  AD  HOC 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  THE  HANDI¬ 
CAPPED  OF  COMMITTEE  ON  EDU¬ 
CATION  AND  LABOR 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Ad  Hoc 
Committee  on  the  Handicapped  of  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor  may 
be  permitted  to  sit  during  general  debate 
today,  August  22. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ONE  HUNDRED  AND  FORT5£/  MIL¬ 
LION  DOLLARS  STOLEN  IN  GHANA 

(Mr.  GEORGE  W.  ANDREWS  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.)  / 

Mr.  GEORGE  W.  ANDREWS.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  yesterday’s/paper  there  was 
an  AP  story  from  Ghana  to  the  effect 
that  since  the  date  of  the  birth  of  that 
Nation,  March  6,  1957,  until  the  date  of 
the  most  recent  coup,  February  24  of  this 
year,  the  officials  of  that  country  of 
Ghana  had  stolen  $140  million — $140 
million. 

Only  one  has  confessed  and  he  stated 
that  he  received  illegally  $5,600,000. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  checked  with  the  clerk 
of  our  committee  this  morning  to  find 
out  how  much  we  have  given  Ghana  be¬ 
tween  those  dates  and  the  answer  was 
$^63  million. 


i  where — I  assume  from  the  $163  million 
|J  that  we  gave  them  under  the  foreign  aid 
program.  If  that  be  true,  then  we  must 
increase  our  appropriation  for  Ghana 
because  they  are  not  getting  anything 
like  their  share  of  what  is  coming  to 
them. 


PERMISSION  TO  SIT  DURING  GEN\ 
ERAL  DEBATE  TODAY,  SUBCOM¬ 
MITTEE  ON  ELECTIONS  OF  COM¬ 
MITTEE  ON  HOUSE  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Elections  of  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration  may  be  permitted 
to  sit  during  general  debate  today,  Au¬ 
gust  22. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


TELEGRAMS  AND  LETTERS  DEMON¬ 
STRATE  THAT  THE  AMERICAN 
PEOPLE  ARE  DEEPLY  CONCERNED 
OVER  HIGH  INTEREST  RATES 

(Mr.  PATMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
American  people  are  tremendously 
aroused  by  high  interest  and  tight  money. 
They  are  deeply  concerned  by  lack  of 
action  to  correct  this  tragic  situation. 

The  national  crisis  of  high  interest 
has  prompted  more  mail  to  my  office  than 
any  issue  since  World  War  II.  Mr. 
Speaker,  just  last  Saturday  morning,  I 
received  more  than  75  telegrams  repre¬ 
senting  all  sections  of  the  country.  Thes 
telegrams  demanded  action  on  the 
of  Congress  to  bring  down  these  usurious 
interest  charges.  In  addition,  I  aifi  re¬ 
ceiving  hundreds  of  letters  on  thiaissue. 

My  colleagues,  I  am  sure,  likewise  are 
receiving  heavy  mail  against/the  high 
interest  rate  policies.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
obvious  that  this  Congress /Cannot  long 
delay  taking  meaningful  ^teps  to  bring 
the  American  people  relie 
H.R.  14026  is  expected  to  come  before 
the  House  in  early  September.  This  bill, 
which  lowers  interest  rate  to  4  y2  percent 
on  consumer  certificates  of  deposit,  will 
put  the  Congress  on  record  for  lower 
and  lower  interest  rates. 

H.R.  14026  will  be  a  clear-cut  test  of 
the  will  of  Congress  on  interest  rates. 

I  hope  that  Congress  will  move  swiftly 
to  pass  H(R.  14026.  In  any  event,  I  feel 
very  strongly  that  this  89th  Congress 
should7  not  adjourn  until  it  has  solved 
the  problem  created  by  high  interest  and 
tight  money.  We  should  not  walk  off  and 
leave  this  job  undone. 


(Mr.  BOLAND  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

[Mr.  BOLAND  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 


REBELS  WITH  A  CAUSE 

(Mr.  BERRY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  minute 
and  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  to 
the  attention  of  the  House  a  paragraph 
in  an  article  carried  by  the  Washington 
Post  under  the  date  of  August  19.  The 
article  is  entitled  “Anacostia  Youth  Get 
Role  in  Melee  Probe;  Area  Center 
Quizzed.” 

The  first  two  paragraphs  of  the  article 
are  as  follows: 

District  Commissioner  Walter  N.  Tobriner 
yesterday  gave  the  young  people  of  Anacostia 
one  of  the  things  they  wanted,  a  major  voice 


in  the  committee  that  will  try  to  determine 
why  the  police  station  there  was  stoned  Mon¬ 
day  night. 

Walter  Williams,  20,  a  Barry  Farm  resident 
and  member  of  Rebels  With  a  Cause,  an  or¬ 
ganization  financed  by  the  city’s  anti-pov¬ 
erty  agency,  will  come  in  on  equal  footing 
with  the  other  two  cochairmen,  banker 
Henry  K.  Willard  II  and  Urban  League  chief 
Sterling  Tucker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  repeat  the  statement  in 
the  news  release: 

Walter  Williams  .  .  .  member  of  Rebels 
With  a  Cause,  an  organization  financed  by 
the  city’s  antipoverty  agency,  and  so  forth. 

In  other  words,  unless  the  news  story 
is  wrong,  my  taxes  and  the  taxes  of 
everybody  in  South  Dakota  and  the  other 
49  States  are  going  to  finance  an  organi¬ 
zation  known  as  Rebels  With  a  Cause 
who  may  or  may  not  have  been  respon¬ 
sible,  or  may  or  may  not  have  taken  part 
in  the  melee  that  occurred  at  the  Ana- 
costia.police  station  Monday  night  of  last 
weeli 

tr.  Speaker,  if  this  is  what  our  tax 
>ney  is  being  used  for,  the  promotion 
if  riots  and  violence,  then  I  say  it  is  time 
this  Congress  and  especially  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  in  this  House  take 
a  long  look  at  this  kind  of  abuse  of  the 
taxpayer’s  dollar. 

Mr.  Speaker,  is  this  what  is  known  as 
the  Great  Society? 


SMALL 


RECLAMATION 

ACT 


PROJECTS 


Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  S.  602,  an  act  to 
amend  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects 
Act  of  1956,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statement  of  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of 
the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  August 
17, 1966.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL  (inter i*up ting  the  read¬ 
ing).  Mr.  Speaker,  inasmuch  as  this  is 
a  unanimous  report  and  there  is  only 
one  difference  between  the  report  that 
was  previously  filed  and  this  one,  I  ask 
that  the  report  be  considered  as  read 
and  printed  in  the  Journal. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
conference  report  which  we  bring  back  to 
the  House  today  is  identical  to  the  report 
considered  by  the  House  on  July  21  with 
one  exception.  The  language  extending 
the  geographical  coverage  of  the  Small 
Reclamation  Projects  Act  to  the  entire 
United  States  has  been  eliminated. 
Thus,  the  program  will  be  continued  only 
in  the  17  western  reclamation  States  and 
Hawaii.  The  action  of  the  House  on 
July  21,  turning  down  the  previous  con¬ 
ference  report,  made  it  quite  clear  that, 
at  the  present  time,  there  is  little  inter¬ 
est  in  the  Eastern  and  Southern  States 
in  the  benefits  which  this  program  pro 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  conference  report  on  agricultural  appropriation  bill. 
Conferees  agreed  on  road  authorization  bill.  Rural  community  development  bill  was 
postponed  at  Rep.  Cooley 1 ^/request , 


HOUSE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Received  the  conference  report  on  this  bill, 
H.  R.  14596  (H.  Rept.  1867)  (pp.  19ii71-3').  Attached  are  a«  copyhof  the  conf¬ 
erence  report  and  a  table  showing  the  changes  agreed  upon. 

ROADS/  The  conferees  agreed  to  report  on  S.  3155,  the  road  authorizati 
1968  and  1969,  which  includes  items  for  forest  roads  and  trails,  p 


3  RURAL  BEVELOfWENT .  At  Rep.  Cooley's  request,  S  2934,  the  rural  co^nity 
development  districts  bill,  was  postponed  until  some  later  date.  p. 

vatkh  RESCUES.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  3034,  to  ^uthorize/the 
Interior  rvL^remcut  to  engage  in  studies  of  the  feasibility  of  certain />ater 
resource  development  projects  (H.  Rept.  1865).  PP»  19473-7  / 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  SO  , 
to  authorize  a\5-year  hydrologic  study  and  investigation  of  the  Dejmarva 
Peninsula  (H.  Rent.  1866).  p.  19495  / 

The  Interior  aWd  insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (Jmt  did  not 
actually  report)  h\r.  13508,  to  direct  the  Interior  Department  to  cooperate 
with  N.  Y.  and  N.  j\on  a  program  to  develop,  preserve,  and  restore  the  Hudson 
River  and  its  shores  \nd  to  authorize  steps  to  protect  thos^r  resources  from 
adverse  Federal  actions^ until  the  States  and  Congress  shall  have  opportunity 
to  act  on  the  program,  p.  D794 

5.  COST  OF  LIVING.  Rep.  Ashbrd^k  inserted  an  article  ana^zing  increases  in  the 

cost  of  living,  pp.  19487-i 

6.  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Revived  the  conferen$z4  report  on  this  bill,  H.  R. 

15941  (H.  Rept.  1868).  p.  1949! 

7.  HIGHWAY  SAFETY.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  s/ 3052,  to  provide  for  a  coordi¬ 

nated  national  safety  program  through  financial  assistance  to  the  States  to 
accelerate  highway  traffic  safety  programs/  Senate  conferees  have  been 
appointed,  p.  19471 

8.  RULES  COMMITTEE  "granted  rules"  on  H.  R,/ 16559,  to  authorize  sea  grant  colleges; 

H.  J.  Res.  1217,  to  delete  the  interest  race  limitation  on  debentures  of  the 
Federal  Intermediate  Credit  Banks;  amd  S.  27^7,  to  authorize  an  agreement  with 
Mexico  to  solve  the  Lower  Rio  Graryde  salinity\>roblem.  pp.  D794-5 

9.  TRANSPORTATION*  The  conferees  agreed  to  report  on\£.  3688,  the  urban  mass  tran¬ 

sit  bill.  p.  D795 

10.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  uT)Aly  Digest"  states  that  W  bill  to  establish  a 
Transportation  Department ^ill  be  considered  today.  ps  D794 

SENATE 

11.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  Mad<  its  pending  business  H.  R.  13712,  to  Increase  minimum 

wages  and  extend  such  coverage  to  additional  employees.  Sen\  Javits  submitted 
a  "child  labor  in/agriculture"  amendment.  The  Labor  and  Publics:  Welfare  Com¬ 
mittee  reported  Jthis  bill  with  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
(S.  Rept.  1487V;  pp.  19446,  19464,  19468-79 


12.  PEACE  CORPS, 
pp.  19445-1 


'Passed  as  reported  S.  3418,  the  Peace  Corps  authorizat] 
19463-4 


>n  bill. 


13.  COMMITTEE/ BUSINESS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  toNreport 
(but  d not  actually  report)  S.  3460,  to  authorize  Interior  to  enter  inns 
contracts  for  scientific  and  technological  research;  S.  3485,  to  clarify  tl 
meaning  of  "common  variety"  under  the  Mineral  Law  Revision  Act;  and  S.  3504  to 
increase  authorizations  for  the  operation  of  the  civil  government  of  the  Trusl 
Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands,  p.  D793 
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89th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  f  Report 
2d  Session  j  j  No.  1867 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  RELATED 
AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS,  1967 


August  23,  1966. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whitten,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  14596] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  14596) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  6,  13,  22, 
24,  26,  28,  29,  32,  34,  43,  46,  47.,  and  51. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  numbered  4,  9,  10,  12,  14,  15,  16,  17,  20,  30,  33,  36,  37, 
39,  41,  44,  50,  52,  and  54,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $123,402,500; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $11 ,169,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  3 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $4,580,200] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $80,263,900] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $4,500,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $51 ,113,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $58,740,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $12,132,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  19: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $13,511 ,750] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $51 ,000,000] 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  23: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 165,853,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  27: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  27,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $21 ,218,500) 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 2,502,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  38: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  38,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 

as  follows :  _  . 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $2  ,\12 ,500 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  40 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  40,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows : 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amendment,  amended  to  read 
as  follows :  of  which  $80,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is 
required  during  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  conditions 
for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  electrification 
program  ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  42 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  42,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amendment,  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  of  which  $ 15,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is 
required  during  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  conditions 
for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  telephone  program ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 


4 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  19  67 


Amendment  numbered  45: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  45,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amendment,  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  of  which  $25,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  used 
only  to  the  extent  required  during  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then 
existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  loan 
program ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  48: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  48,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $8,44.6,000-, 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  49 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  49,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $4,100,000; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  53 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  53,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $475,000-, 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  25  and  31. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

W  ILL] AM  H.  NATCHER, 

W.  R.  Hull,  Jr., 

Thomas  G.  Morris, 

George  Mahon, 

Robert  H.  Michel, 

Odin  Langen, 

Frank  T.  Bow, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  14596)  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1967,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  in  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended 
in  the  accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amendments; 
namely: 

Department  of  Agriculture 

AGRICULTURAL  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Amendments  Nos.  1  through  4. — Research. — Appropriate  $123,- 
402,500  instead  of  $120,673,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$123,844,600  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  amount  agreed  to  includes  $11,169,000  for  planning  and  con¬ 
struction  of  facilities  instead  of  $10,619,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $11,869,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  over  the 
House  includes:  Southern  Piedmont  Research  Center,  $175,000; 
feasibility  study  at  Rapid  City,  S.  Dak.,  $25,000;  laboratory-office 
facilities  at  Canal  Point,  Fla.,  $100,000;  and  modernization  of  green¬ 
houses  at  Beltsville,  Md.,  $250,000. 

The  amount  provided  also  includes  increases  of  $356,600  for  staffing 
research  facilities  and  $2,644,000  for  acceleration  of  research  activities 
listed  on  pages  6  and  7  of  the  Senate  report.  The  proposed  Senate 
reduction  of  $1,435,600  for  research  activities  was  reduced  to  $821,100 
by  the  conferees  to  provide  for  the  retention  of  the  following  research 
facilities:  Sheep  breeding,  Fort  Wingate,  N.  Mex.,  $88,900;  swine 
research,  Miles  City,  Mont.,  $25,300;  brucellosis  research,  St.  Paul, 
Minn.,  $5,400;  flax  research,  Brawley,  Calif.,  $35,000,  and  Brookings, 
S.  Dakota,  $21,500;  cotton  research,  Brawley,  Calif.,  $10,800;  corn 
borer  research,  Ankeny,  Iowa,  $79,900;  insect  research,  Brownsville, 
Tex.,  $22,000;  soil  and  water  conservation  and  engineering  research, 
Auburn,  Ala.,  $20,000;  wind  damage  research,  Blacksburg,  \  a.,  $2,000; 
wheat  research,  Peoria,  Ill.,  $303,700. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  the  Senate  language  limiting  future  budget 
estimates  for  transfers  from  section  32  for  research  to  $15,000,000. 

Amendments  Nos.  5  and  6. — Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  con¬ 
trol  —  Appropriate  $80,263,900  instead  of  $76,764,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $81,498,200  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  eliminate 
Senate  language  authorizing  the  use  of  $100,000  for  planning.  The 
increase  includes  an  additional  $2,047,000  for  fire  ant  eradication  and 
three-fourths  of  the  amount  for  each  project  added  by  the  Senate, 
except  for  the  $100,000  for  planning  at  Clifton,  N.J. 

The  conferees  expect  that  the  full  $5,350,000  included  for  the  fire  ant 
eradication  program  and  the  funds  added  for  the  pink  bollworm  and 
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bollweevil  outbreak  in  California  will  be  fully  matched  by  funds  from 
State  and  local  sources. 

Amendment  No.  7. — Special  foreign  currency  program. — Appropri¬ 
ates  $4,500,000  instead  of  $3,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$6,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

COOPERATIVE  STATE  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Amendments  Nos.  8  through  11. — Payments  and  expenses. — Appro¬ 
priate  $58,740,000  instead  of  $55,227,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $60,740,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  including  increases  of 
$3,000,000  for  Hatch  Act  pay  adjustments,  $500,000  for  cooperative 
forestry  research,  and  $13,000  for  administration. 

EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Amendments  Nos.  12  through  14. — Payments  to  States  and  Puerto 
Rico. — Appropriate  $78,917,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$75,917,500  as  proposed  by  the  House.  The  increase  of  $3,000,000 
is  provided  for  pay  adjustments  needed  to  keep  salaries  in  line  with 
those  in  Federal  and  other  related  activities. 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  15. — Watershed  protection. — Appropriates 
$70,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $67,020,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House.  The  increase  over  the  House  bill  includes 
$980,000  for  river  basin  surveys  and  $2,000,000  for  work  on  Public 
Law  566  watersheds.  The  conferees  also  are  in  agreement  that  new 
planning  starts  should  be  restored  to  100  in  fiscal  year  1967  and  that 
new  construction  starts  should  be  increased  above  80  to  the  extent 
necessitated  by  the  increase  in  construction  funds  included  in  the  bill. 

Amendment  No.  16. — Great  Plains  conservation  program. — Appro¬ 
priates  $18,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $16,112,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  17. — Resource  conservation  and  development. — 
Appropriates  $4,574,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$4,347,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

ECONOMIC  RESEARCH  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  IS. — Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates 
$12,132,000  instead  of  $12,032,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$12,182,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  includes 
$50,000  for  research  in  Appalachia  and  $50,000  for  studies  of  rural 
income  and  conditions. 

STATISTICAL  REPORTING  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  19. — Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates 
$13,511,750  instead  of  $13,272,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$13,575,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  includes 
$121,500  for  farm  employment  and  wage  data;  $10,000  for  estimates 
ot  mushroom  production;  $40,000  for  reporting  service  in  Nevada; 
$26,250  for  Hawaii  estimates;  and  $42,000  for  estimates  on  cut  flowers. 


AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS,  1967 


7 


CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  20. — Consumer  protective,  marketing,  and  regulatory 
programs. — Appropriates  $83,881,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $82,757,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  21  and  22. — Special  milk  program. — Provide  a 
total  of  $104,000,000  instead  of  $103,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $105,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  Of  the  amount 
agreed  to,  $51,000,000  is  provided  by  direct  appropriation  and 
$53,000,000  is  provided  by  transfer  from  section  32  as  originally 
proposed  by  the  House. 

As  a  result  of  action  by  the  conferees,  an  additional  $146,000,000  m 
section  32  funds  will  be  returned  to  the  Treasury.  Further,  funds 
available  to  section  32  will  be  sufficient  to  cover  all  program  operations 
required  by  basic  law  in  fiscal  year  1967  and  will  provide  a  carryover 
■  balance  of  $300,000,000  into  next  year  as  permitted  by  law. 

Amendments  Nos.  23  and  24. — School  lunch  program.—- Appropriate 
$165,855,000  instead  of  $157,000,000  as  provided  by  the  House  and 
$169,500,000  as  provided  by  the  Senate.  The  amount  agreed  to  will 
provide  an  average  5  cents  per  meal  for  3,235.4  million  lunches  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  served  in  the  coming  school  year. 

Amendments  Nos.  25  and  26. — Food  stamp  program. — Provide  a 
total  of  $140,000,000,  of  which  $110,000,000  is  by  direct  appropriation 
and  $30,000,000  is  from  unused  prior  year  balances.  The  conferees 
have  omitted  from  the  bill  the  language  included  in  Senate  amendment 
No.  26  prohibiting  the  use  of  section  32  funds  to  finance  this  program 
in  the  future  since  such  prohibition  appears  in  the  basic  act.  Those 
responsible  for  planning  and  financing  this  program  should  take  ac¬ 
count  of  this  in  the  future. 

FOREIGN  AGRICULTURAL  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  27  .—Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates 
$21,218,500  instead  of  $21,088,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$21,349,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Amendments  Nos.  28  and  29. — Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service. — Appropriate  $128,558,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  instead  of  $130,424,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and 
authorize  a  transfer  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  of 
$75,803,600  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $77,545,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  30  and  31. — Appalachian  region  conservation 
program. — Appropriate  $3,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $2,200,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  provide  for  the  use  of  up 
to  $1,375,000  of  prior  year  balances. 

Amendment  No.  32. — Cropland  conversion  program. — Appropriates 
$7,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $10,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  33. — Cropland  adjustment  program. — Appropriates 
$50,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $90,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 
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RURAL  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  SERVICE 

Amendment  No.  34  .—Salaries  and,  expenses. — Appropriates 
$637,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of  $2,500,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate.  Expansion  of  this  agency  has  not  been  approved  by 
the  Congress. 

PACKERS  AND  STOCKYARDS  ACT 

Amendment  No.  35. — Appropriates  $2,502,000  instead  of  $2,400,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $2,604,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 


OFFICE  OF  INFORMATION 


Amendments  Nos.  36  and  37. — Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriate 
$1,851,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,826,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  increase  the  amount  available  for  the  Yearbook  of 
Agriculture. 


NATIONAL  AGRICULTURAL  LIBRARY 


Amendment  No.  38. — Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates  $2,- 
412,500  instead  of  $2,147,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $2,501,000 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 


RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendments  Nos.  39  through  42. — Loan  authorizations . — Authorize 
electrification  loans  of  $375,000,000  and  telephone  loans  of  $117,- 
000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  reinstate  contingency  reserves 
in  the  amounts  of  $30,000,000  for  electrification  loans  and  $15,000,000 
for  telephone  loans. 

Amendment  No.  43. — Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates  $12,- 
202,000  as  proposed  by  tiie  House  instead  of  $12,302,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

FARMERS  HOME  ADMINISTRATION 

Amendments  Nos.  44  and  45. — Direct  loan  account. — Authorize 
loans  of  $350,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $300,000,000  ( 
as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  reinstate  contingency  reserve  in  the  v 
amount  of  $25,000,000.  The  additional  funds  are  to  meet  the 
ever-expanding  need  for  operating  loans. 

Amendment  No.  46. — Rural  housing  for  domestic  farm  labor.— Re¬ 
instates  House  language  limiting  financial  assistance  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  to  “public  nonprofit  organizations.” 

Amendment  No.  47. — Salaries  and  expenses. — Appropriates 
$51,057,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  including  $400,000  for  rural 
community  development  work  in  the  field,  instead  of  $51,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  purpose  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  and  its  predeces¬ 
sor  agencies  since  the  1930’s  has  been  (1)  to  enable  rural  people  with, 
financial  difficulties  to  get  a  new  start  in  farming  or  to  expand  their 
existing  operations  to  improve  their  economic  position,  and  (2)  through 
close  personal  contact  and  supervision  to  enable  borrowers  who  have 
no  other  source  of  credit  to  learn  the  fundamentals  of  successful  finan¬ 
cial  management  so  as  to  improve  their  financial  position  and 
eventually  return  them  to  other  regular  sources  of  credit.  This  close 
contact  with  borrowers  has  resulted  in  an  outstanding  repayment 
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record  by  FHA  borrowers.  Under  present  conditions,  this  close 
supervision  of  borrowers  may  become  even  more  important  to  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  this  program. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  agree  that  the  Department 
should  study  the  possibility  of  reducing  administrative  costs  in  this 
agency  through  simplifying  billing  and  collection  procedures.  They 
recognize  that  followup  advice  and  assistance  is  necessary  for  some 
borrowers,  while  for  others  direct  billing  and  collection  of  repayments 
may  be  feasible,  particularly  in  view  of  the  recent  purchase  of  a  com¬ 
puter  by  this  agency.  The  Department  is  encouraged  to  carefully 
review  this  situation  and  take  steps  to  reduce  costs  but  at  the  same 
time  take  care  to  maintain  the  continued  excellent  repayment  record 
of  FHA  borrowers.  The  Department  should  also  carefully  review  the 
results  of  the  dispersal  ol  appraisal  activities  to  county  offices  to  be 
sure  that  the  interest  of  both  the  borrower  and  the  Government  are 
adequately  protected. 

FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION 

Amendments  Nos.  48  and  49. — Administrative  and  operating 
expenses. — Appropriate  $8,446,000  instead  of  $8,342,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $8,546,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and  authorize 
the  use  of  premium  income  for  administrative  and  operating  expenses 
in  the  amount  of  $4,100,000  instead  of  $4,150,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $4,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 

Amendments  Nos.  50  and  51. — Reimbursement  for  net  realized 
losses. — Appropriate  $3,555,855,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $3,500,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  restore  House 
language  which  prohibits  Public  Law  480  sales  to  nations  which  supply 
or  transport  goods  to  North  Vietnam. 

Amendment  No.  52. — International  Wheat  Agreement. — Eliminates 
a  separate  appropriation  for  this  purpose  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
Wheat  export  payments  will  be  financed  in  the  future  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  under  its  commodity  export  authority  and 
reimbursement  w  ill  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  annual  reimbursement 
to  the  Corporation’s  capital  funds. 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

The  conferees  have  agreed  that  language  on  page  63  of  the  Senate 
committee  report  relating  to  retirement  credit  is  a  nullity. 

NATIONAL  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  FOOD  AND  FIBER 

Amendment  No.  53. — Expenses. — Appropriates  $475,000  instead  of 
$350,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $600,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 
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Amendment  No.  54. — Section  501. — Authorizes  the  replacement  of 
434  passenger  motor  vehicles  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  421 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

Wh  R.  Hull,  Jr., 

Thomas  G.  Morris, 

George  Mahon, 

Robert  H.  Michel, 

Odin  Langen, 

Frank  T.  Bow, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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Hp,; ' 

The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 
The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Edward  G.  Latch, 
D.D., ^offered  the  following  prayer: 

The  Lord  is  my  shepherd. — Psalm 
23:  1.  \ 

Q  God,  whose  strength  sustains  us  in 
our  work,  whose  hand  supports  us  in  our 
weariness,  anck  whose  presence  gives  us 
security  in  the  time  of  trouble,  grant  unto 
us  the  renewing  jxvwer  of  Thy  holy  spirit 
as  we  wait  upon  Thge  in  prayer.  Lead 
us  into  green  pasturesSbeside  still  waters, 
and  along  paths  of  righteousness  in 
which  our  souls  are  restored.  When  we 
walk  through  the  valley  of  she  shadow  of 
death,  may  we  feel  Thy  presence  near 
and  in  the  assurance  of  Thy  love  find  de¬ 
liverance  in  the  midst  of  our  distresses. 

Pill  our  hearts  with  such  a  fahh  in 
Thee,  that  by  night  and  by  day,  at  all 
times  and  in  all  seasons  we  may  commit 
ourselves  and  those  near  and  dear  to  ue 
to  Thy  never-failing  compassion  and  to 
Thy  never-faltering  mercy.  Thus,  may 
Thy  goodness  and  Thy  mercy  follow  us 
all  the  days  of  our  lives,  and  in  spirit  may 
we  dwell  in  Thy  house  forevermore. 
Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed,  with  amend¬ 
ments  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of 
the  following  title: 

H.R.  13448.  An  act  to  amend  title  39, 
United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  mailing 
privileges  of  members  of  the  United  States 
Armed  Forces  and  other  Federal  Government' 
personnel  overseas,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that/the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  of  the  following 
titles,  in  which  the  concurrence^ of  the 
House  is  requested:  / 

S.  699.  An  act  to  amend  the  /Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  so  as  to  provide  for  inclusion 
of  certain  periods  of  reemployment  of  an¬ 
nuitants  for  the  purpose  rSf  computing  an¬ 
nuities  of  their  surviving  spouses:  and 

S.  2747.  An  act  to  authorize  conclusion  of 
an  agreement  with  Mexico  for  joint  measures 
for  solution  of  the  lower  Rio  Grande  salinity 
problem.  / 
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traffic  safety  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes,  with  the  House  amendment 
thereto,  insist  on  the  House  amendment 
and  agree  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois?  The  Chair  hears  none  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Kluczynski,  Wright,  Edmondson, 
Sweeney,  Howard,  Cramer,  Harsha, 
and  Don  H.  Clausen. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tonight  to  file  a  conference  report 
on  H.R.  14596,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  appropriation  bill  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1967. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
Is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Conference  Report  (H.  Reft.  No.  1867) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disa¬ 
greeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
14596)  “making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and 
for  other  purposes,”  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  6,  13,  22,  24,  26,  28,  29,  32, 
34,  43,  46,  47,  and  51. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  4,  9,  10,  12,  14,  15,  16,  17,  20,  30,  33,  36, 
37,  39,  41,  44,  50,  52,  and  54;  and  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  1:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$123,402,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu ’of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$11,169,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$4,580,200”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$80,263,900”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree 


to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$4,500,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  "$51,113,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  11:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$58,740,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  18:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  18,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$12,132,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  19 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$13,511,750”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  21 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  21,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$51,000,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  23 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$165,855,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  27:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  27,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$21,218,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  35,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,502,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  38 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  38,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,412,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  40 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  40,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amend¬ 
ment,  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “of  which 
$30,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be 
borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  re¬ 
quired  during  the  current  fiscal  year  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expedi¬ 
tious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural 


NATIOr 


HIGHWAY  SAFETY 
PROGRAM 
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UCZYNSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
nimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
■’s  table  the  bill  (S.  3052)  to  pro- 
for  a  coordinated  national  highway 
y  program  through  financial  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  States  to  accelerate  highway 
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electrification  program”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  42:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  42,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amend¬ 
ment,  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “of  which 
$15,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be 
borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is  re¬ 
quired  during  the  current  fiscal  year  under 
the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  expedi¬ 
tious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural 
telephone  program”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  45 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  45,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amend¬ 
ment,  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “of  which 
$25,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be 
used  only  to  the  extent  required  during  the 
current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing 
conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly 
conduct  of  the  loan  program”;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  48 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  48,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$8,446,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  49 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  49,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$4,100,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  53 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  53,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$475,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  dis¬ 
agreement  amendments  numbered  25  and  31. 
Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcheb, 

W.  R.  Hull,  Jr., 

Thomas  G.  Morris, 

George  Mahon, 

Robert  H.  Michel, 

Odin  Langen, 

Prank  T.  Bow, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Spessard  L.  Holland, 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  14596)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  con¬ 
ference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amend¬ 
ments;  namely: 

DEPARTMENT  of  agriculture 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

Amendments  Nos.  1  through  4 — Research: 
Appropriate  $123,402,500  instead  of  $120,- 
673,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $123,- 
844,600  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  amount  agreed  to  includes  $11,169,000 
for  planning  and  construction  of  facilities 
instead  of  $10,619,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $11,869,000  as  proposed  by  the 


Senate.  The  increase  over  the  House  in¬ 
cludes:  Southern  Piedmont  Research  Center, 
$175,000;  feasibility  study  at  Rapid  City,  S. 
Dak.,  $25,000;  laboratory-office  facilities  at 
Canal  Point,  Fla.,  $100,000;  and  moderniza¬ 
tion  of  greenhouses  at  Beltsville,  Md.,  $250,- 
000. 

The  amount  provided  also  includes  in¬ 
creases  of  $356,600  for  staffing  research  facili¬ 
ties  and  $2,644,000  for  acceleration  of  re¬ 
search  activities  listed  on  pages  6  and  7  of 
the  Senate  report.  The  proposed  Senate 
reduction  of  $1,435,600  for  research  activi¬ 
ties  was  reduced  to  $821,100  by  the  conferees 
to  provide  for  the  retention  of  the  following 
research  facilities:  Sheep  breeding.  Fort 
Wingate,  N.  Mex.,  $88,900;  swine  research, 
Miles  City,  Mont.,  $25,300;  brucellosis  re¬ 
search,  St.  Paul,  Minn.,  $5,400;  flax  research, 
Brawley,  Calif.,  $35,000,  and  Brookings,  S. 
Dak.,  $21,500;  cotton  research,  Brawley,  Calif., 
$10,800;  com  borer  research,  Ankeny,  Iowa, 
$79,900;  insect  research,  Brownsville,  Tex., 
$22,000;  soil  and  water  conservation  and  engi¬ 
neering  research.  Auburn,  Ala.,  $20,000;  wind 
damage  research,  Blacksburg,  Va.,  $2,000; 
wheat  research,  Peoria,  HI.,  $303,700. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  the  Senate  lan¬ 
guage  limiting  future  budget  estimates  for 
transfers  from  section  32  for  research  to  $15,- 
000,000. 

Amendments  Nos.  5  and  6 — Plant  and  ani¬ 
mal  disease  and  pest  control:  Appropriate 
$80,263,900  instead  of  $76,764,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $81,498,200  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  and  eliminate  Senate  language 
authorizing  the  use  of  $100,000  for  plan¬ 
ning.  The  increase  includes  an  additional 
$2,047,000  for  fire  ant  eradication  and  three- 
fourths  of  the  amount  for  each  project  added 
by  the  Senate,  except  for  the  $100,000  for 
planning  at  Clifton,  N.J.  The  conferees  ex¬ 
pect  that  the  full  $5,350,000  included  for  the 
fire  ant  eradication  pregram  and  the  funds 
added  for  the  pink  bollworm  and  bollweevil 
outbreak  in  California  will  be  fully  matched 
by  funds  from  State  and  local  sources. 

Amendment  No.  7 — Special  foreign  cur¬ 
rency  program:  Appropriates  $4,500,000  in¬ 
stead  of  $3,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $6,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

Amendments  Nos.  8  through  11 — Pay¬ 
ments  and  expenses:  Appropriate  $58,740,- 
000  instead  of  $55,227,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $60,740,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  including  increases  of  $3,000,000  for 
Hatch  Act  pay  adjustments,  $500,000  for  co¬ 
operative  forestry  research,  and  $13,000  for 
administration. 

Extension  Service 

Amendments  Nos.  12  through  14 — Pay¬ 
ments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico:  Appropri¬ 
ate  $78,917,500  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $75,917,500  as  proposed  by  the 
House.  The  increase  of  $3,000,000  is  provided 
for  pay  adjustments  needed  to  keep  salaries 
in  line  with  those  in  Federal  and  other  re¬ 
lated  activities. 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Amendment  No.  15 — Watershed  protection: 
Appropriates  $70,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $67,020,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House.  The  increase  over  the  House  bill 
includes  $980,000  for  river  basin  surveys  and 
$2,000,000  for  work  on  Public  Law  566  water¬ 
sheds.  The  conferees  also  are  in  agreement 
that  new  planning  starts  should  be  restored 
to  100  in  fiscal  year  1967  and  that  new  con¬ 
struction  starts  should  be  increased  above  80 
to  the  extent  necessitated  by  the  increase  in 
construction  funds  included  in  the  bill. 

Amendment  No.  16 — Great  Plains  conser¬ 
vation  program:  Appropriates  $18,500,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $16,112,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  17 — Resource  conserva¬ 
tion  and  development:  Appropriates  $4,574,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$4,347,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 


Economic  Research  Service 

Amendment  No.  18 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Appropriates  $12,132,000  instead  of  $12,032,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $12,182,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  in¬ 
cludes  $50,000  for  research  in  Appalachia,  and 
$50,000  for  studies  of  rural  income  and 
conditions. 

Statistical  Reporting  Service 

Amendment  No.  19 — Salaries  and  expenses : 
Appropriates  $13,511,750  instead  of  $13,272,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $13,575,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  increase  in¬ 
cludes  $121,500  for  farm  employment  and 
wage  data;  $10,000  for  estimates  of  mushroom 
production;  $40,000  for  reporting  service  in 
Nevada;  $26,250  for  Hawaii  estimates;  and 
$42,000  for  estimates  on  cut  flowers. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

Amendment  No.  20 — Consumer  protective, 
marketing,  and  regulatory  programs:  Appro¬ 
priates  $83,881,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  instead  of  $82,757,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendments  Nos.  21  and  22 — Special  milk 
program:  Provides  a  total  of  $104,000,000  in¬ 
stead  of  $103,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $105,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  Of  the  amount  agreed  to,  $51,000,000 
is  provided  by  direct  appropriation  and  $53,- 
000,000  is  provided  by  transfer  from  section 
32  as  originally  proposed  by  the  House. 

As  a  result  of  action  by  the  conferees,  an 
additional  $146,000,000  in  section  32  funds 
will  be  returned  to  the  Treasury.  Further, 
funds  available  to  section  32  wiU  be  sufficient 
to  cover  all  program  operations  required  by 
basic  law  in  fiscal  year  1967  and  will  provide 
a  carryover  balance  of  $300,000,000  into  next 
year  as  permitted  by  law. 

Amendments  Nos.  23  and  24 — School  lunch 
program:  Appropriate  $165,855,000  instead 
of  $157,000,000  as  provided  by  the  House  and 
$169,500,000  as  provided  by  the  Senate.  The 
amount  agreed  to  will  provide  an  average  5 
cents  per  meal  for  3,235.4  million  lunches 
expected  to  be  served  in  the  coming  school 
year. 

Amendments  Nos.  25  and  26 — Food  stamp 
program:  Provide  a  total  of  $140,000,000,  of 
which  $110,000,000  is  by  direct  appropriation 
and  $30,000,000  is  from  unused  prior  year 
balances.  The  conferees  have  omitted  from 
the  bill  the  language  included  in  Senate 
amendment  No.  26  prohibiting  the  use  of 
section  32  funds  to  finance  this  program  in 
the  future  since  such  prohibition  appears  in 
the  basic  act.  Those  responsible  for  plan¬ 
ning  and  financing  this  program  should  take 
account  of  this  in  the  future. 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

Amendment  No.  27 — Salaries  and  expenses : 
Appropriates  $21,218,500  instead  of  $21,088,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $21,349,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service 

Amendments  Nos.  28  and  29 — Expenses, 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service:  Appropriate  $128,558,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  instead  of  $130,424,500 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate  and  authorizes  a 
transfer  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  of  $75,803,600  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $77,545,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  30  and  31 — Appalachian 
region  conservation  program:  Appropriate 
$3,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $2,200,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
provides  for  the  use  of  up  to  $1,375,000  of 
prior  year  balances. 

Amendment  No.  32 — Cropland  conversion 
program:  Appropriates  $7,500,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  instead  of  $10,000,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  33 — Cropland  adjustment 
program:  Appropriates  $50,000,000  as  pro- 
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posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $90,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Rural  Community  Development  Service 
Amendment  No.  34 — Salaries  and  expenses : 
Appropriates  $637,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $2,500,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  Expansion  of  this  agency  has 
not  been  approved  by  the  Congress. 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Act 
Amendment  No.  35 — Appropriates  $2,502,- 
000  instead  of  $2,400,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $2,604,000  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

Office  of  Information 

Amendments  Nos.  36  and  37 — Salaries  and 
expenses:  Appropriate  $1,851,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate  instead  of  $1,826,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  and  increase  the  amount 
available  for  the  Yearbook  of  Agriculture. 

National  Agricultural  Library 
Amendment  No.  38 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Appropriates  $2,412,500  instead  of  $2,147,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $2,501,000  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Rural  Electrification  Administration 
Amendments  Nos.  39  through  42 — Loan 
authorizations :  Authorize  electrification 

loans  of  $375,000,000  and  telephone  loans  of 
$117,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate,  and 
reinstate  contingency  reserves  in  the  amounts 
of  $30,000,000  for  electrification  loans  and 
$15,000,000  for  telephone  loans. 

Amendment  No.  43 — Salaries  and  expenses : 
Appropriates  $12,202,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  of  $12,302,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Farmers  Home  Administration 


of  appraisal  activities  to  county  offices  to  be 
sure  that  the  interests  of  both  the  borrower 
and  the  Government  are  adequately  pro¬ 
tected. 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Amendments  Nos.  48  and  49 — Administra¬ 
tive  and  operating  expenses :  Appropriate 
$8,446,000  instead  of  $8,342,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $8,546,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate,  and  authorize  the  use  of  premium 
income  for  administrative  and  operating  ex¬ 
penses  in  the  amount  of  $4,100,000  instead  of 
$4,150,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$4,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
Amendments  Nos.  50  and  51 — Reimburse¬ 
ment  for  net  realized  losses:  Appropriate 
$3,555,855,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  in¬ 
stead  of  $3,500,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  and  restores  House  language  which 
prohibits  Public  Law  480  sales  to  nations 
which  supply  or  transport  goods  to  North 
Vietnam. 

Amendment  No.  52 — International  Wheat 
Agreement:  Eliminates  a  separate  appropria¬ 
tion  for  this  purpose  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  Wheat  export  payments  will  be 
financed  in  the  future  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  under  its  commodity  ex¬ 
port  authority  and  reimbursement  will  be 
included  as  a  part  of  the  annual  reimburse¬ 
ment  to  the  Corporation’s  capital  funds. 

Farm  Credit  Administration 
The  conferees  have  agreed  that  language  on 
page  63  of  the  Senate  committee  report  relat¬ 
ing  to  retirement  credit  is  a  nullity. 

National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food 
and  Fiber 
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"That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is 
hereby  authorized — • 

"(a)  to  perform  such  additional  analysis 
and  studies  as  may  be  required  on  the  folV 
lowing  proposals  which  are  pending  befo/e 
the  Congress :  / 

“Region  1  / 

“Chief  Joseph  Dam  project,  Chelae  divi¬ 
sion,  Manson  unit,  along  Lake  Clfelan  in 
north-central  Washington:  / 

“Columbia  Basin  project,  thirdy{5owerplant, 
on  the  Columbia  River  at  Grar \a  Coulee  Dam 
in  Washington;  / 

“Rogue  River  Basin  project,  Merlin  divi¬ 
sion,  on  Jumpoff  Joe  Cre£k,  a  tributary  of 
the  Rogue  River,  in  southwestern  Oregon; 

“Tualatin  project,  first  phase,  on  the 
Tualatin  River,  near/the  city  of  Portland, 
Oregon;  / 

“Walla  Walla  project,  Touchet  division,  on 
the  Touchet  River  in  southeastern  Wash¬ 
ington;  / 

“Yakima  ppoject,  Kennewick  division  ex¬ 
tension,  nea Y the  mouth  of  the  Yakima  River 
in  south-central  Washington. 

/  “Region  3 

“Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  project,  in 
the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  in  Arizona, 
California,  New  Mexico,  Nevada,  and  Utah. 

/  “Region  5 

/  “Canton  project  on  the  Canadian  River 
below  the  existing  Canton  Reservoir  in 
northwestern  Oklahoma; 

“Columbus  Bend  project  on  the  Lower  Col¬ 
orado  River  Basin  in  Texas; 

“Palmetto  Bend  project  on  the  Lavaca  and 
Navidad  Rivers  in  Texas. 

“Region  7 


Amendments  Nos.  44  and  45 — Direct  loan 
account:  Authorizes  loans  of  $350,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $300,000,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  reinstate 
contingency  reserve  in  the  amount  of  $25,- 
000,000.  The  additional  funds  are  to  meet 
the  ever  expanding  need  for  operating  loans. 

Amendment  No.  46 — Rural  housing  for 
domestic  farm  labor:  Reinstates  House  lan¬ 
guage  limiting  financial  assistance  under  this 
program  to  “public  nonprofit  organizations”. 

Amendment  No.  47 — Salaries  and  expenses: 
Appropriates  $51,057,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House,  including  $400,000  for  rural  commu¬ 
nity  development  work  in  the  field,  instead 
of  $51,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

The  purpose  of  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  and  its  predecessor  agencies  since  the 
1930’s  has  been  (1)  to  enable  rural  people 
with  financial  difficulties  to  get  a  new  start 
in  farming  or  to  expand  their  existing  opera¬ 
tions  to  improve  their  economic  position,  and 
(2)  through  close  personal  contact  and  su¬ 
pervision  to  enable  borrowers  who  have  no 
other  source  of  credit  to  learn  the  funda¬ 
mentals  of  successful  financial  management 
so  as  to  improve  their  financial  position  and 
eventually  return  them  to  other  regular 
sources  of  credit.  This  close  contact  with 
borrowers  has  resulted  in  an  outstanding  re¬ 
payment  record  by  FHA  borrowers.  Under 
present  conditions,  this  close  supervision  of 
borrowers  may  become  even  more  important 
to  the  success  of  this  program. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
agree  that  the  Department  should  study  the 
possibility  of  reducing  administrative  costs 
in  this  agency  through  simplifying  billing 
and  collection  procedures.  They  recognize 
that  follow-up  advice  and  assistance  is  neces¬ 
sary  for  some  borrowers,  while  for  others  di¬ 
rect  billing  and  collection  of  repayments  may 
be  feasible,  particularly  in  view  of  the  recent 
purchase  of  a  computer  by  this  agency.  The 
Department  is  encouraged  to  carefully  review 
this  situation  and  take  steps  to  reduce  costs 
but  at  the  same  time  take  care  to  maintain 
the  continued  excellent  repayment  record  of 
FHA  borrowers.  The  Department  should  also 
carefully  review  the  results  of  the  dispersal 


Amendment  No.  53 — Expenses:  Appropri¬ 
ates  $475,000  instead  of  $350,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $600,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

General  Provisions 

Amendment  No.  54 — Section  501 :  Author¬ 
izes  the  replacement  of  434  passenger  motor 
vehicles  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  421  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 

W.  R.  Hull,  Jr., 

Thomas  G.  Morris, 

George  Mahon, 

Robert  H.  Michel, 

Odin  Langen, 

Frank  T.  Bow, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


WATER  RESOURCE  DEVELOPMENT' 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  pre¬ 
sent  a  conference  report  on  the  bill  S. 
3034,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  engage  in  studies  of  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  certain  water  resource  develop¬ 
ment  projects,  for  printing  under  the 
rule. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  conference  report  is  ordered  printed. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1865) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  Bill  (S. 
3034)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  engage  in  feasibility  investigations 
of  certain  water  resource  development  pro¬ 
posals,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  con¬ 
ference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by 
the  House  amendment  insert  the  following: 


“Missouri  River  Basin  project,  Midstate 
division,  on  the  north  side  of  the  Platte  River 
in  central  Nebraska; 

"Missouri  River  Basin  project,  North  Loup 
division,  on  the  North  Loup  and  Loup  Rivers 
in  east-central  Nebraska;  and 

“(b)  to  complete  his  analysis  and  studies 
and  to  prepare  and  process  reports  on  the 
following  proposals,  which  he  anticipates  will 
be  completed  or  substantially  completed  on 
or  before  June  30,  1966: 

“Region  1 

“Challis  project,  Challis  Creek  division,  on 
Challis  Creek  in  southern  Idaho; 

“Rathdrum  Prairie  project,  Prairie  division, 
East  Green-acres  unit  in  Idaho,  along  the 
Idaho-Washington  State  line  east  of  Spokane, 
Washington; 

“Rogue  River  Basin  project,  Illinois  Valley 
division,  on  the  Illinois  River,  a  tributary 
of  the  Rogue  River,  in  southwestern  Oregon; 

“Southwest  Idaho  water  development  proj¬ 
ect,  Mountain  Home  division,  in  the  Snake 
River  Basin  near  the  cities  of  Boise  and 
Mountain  Home,  Idaho; 

“Uhapqua  River  project,  Olalla  division,  on 
Olalla 'and  Lookingglass  Creeks  in  the  south 
Umpqua\Basin  in  southwestern  Oregon; 

“Upper  NSnake  River  project;  upper  Star 
Valley  division,  on  Salt  River  and  Cow  Creek, 
near  the  town.,  of  Afton,  Wyoming; 

“Willamette  \River  project,  Monmouth- 
Dallas  Division,  'to  the  west  side  of  the  Wil¬ 
lamette  River  in  \he  vicinity  of  Monmouth 
and  Dallas,  Oregon\ 

“Willamette  River  project,  Red  Prairie  divi¬ 
sion,  along  the  South  Yamhill  River  near  the 
town  of  Sheridan,  Oregoh; 

“Yakima  project,  Bumping  Lake  enlarge¬ 
ment,  on  Bumping  River  in\he  Yakima  River 
Basin  in  Washington.  .  \ 

“Region  2  \ 

“Central  Valley  project,  Cosiunnes  River 
division,  initial  phase,  in  and  adjacent  to  the 
Cosumnes  River  Basin  east  of  Sacramento, 
California;  \ 

“Central  Valley  project,  Delta  division, 
peripheral  canal,  in  the  Sacramento-'Ban 
Joaquin  Delta  in  California;  \ 
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“Central  Valley  project.  Delta  division, 
Kellogg  unit,  south  of  the  city  of  Antioch, 
California; 

“Central  Valley  project,  east  side  division, 
initial  phase,  on  the  east  side  of  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley  from  the  American  River  on 
the  north  to\he  foothills  of  the  Tehachapi 
Mountains  south  of  the  Kern  River; 

“Central  Valley,  project,  Sacramento  River 
division.  West  Sacramento  canal  unit,  on  the 
west  side  of  the  Sactamento  River  Valley  and 
in  the  Putah  Creek  Basin  in  California; 

“Central  Valley  project.  San  Felipe  divi¬ 
sion,  in  the  Santa  Clarq.  and  Pajaro  River 
Basins  in  the  central  cokgtal  area  of  Cali¬ 
fornia;  . 

“Sespe  Creek  project,  on  the  Santa  Clara 
River  and  tributaries  in  southern  California; 

“Walker  River  project  on  the Walker  River 
in  west-central  California  and  egst-central 
Nevada. 

“Region  4 

“Bear  River  project,  first  phase,  bn  the 
Bear  River  and  its  tributaries  in  n\rth- 
central  Utah  and  southeastern  Idaho. 

“Region  5 

“Chikaskia  project  on  the  Chikaskia  River' 
in  south-central  Kansas  and  north-central 
Oklahoma; 

“Cuero  project  on  the  Guadalupe  River  in 
south-central  Texas; 

“Liberty  Bottoms  project  on  the  Red  River 
below  Denison  Dam  in  south-central  Okla¬ 
homa; 

“San  Luis  Valley  project.  Closed  Basin 
division,  in  the  Rio  Grande  Basin  in  south- 
central  Colorado. 

“Region  6 

“Missouri  River  Basin  project,  James  divi¬ 
sion,  Oahe  unit  (exclusive  of  Mitchell  area), 
involving  the  diversion  of  water  from  the  ex¬ 
isting  Oahe  Reservoir  into  the  James  River 
Valley; 

“Missouri  River  Basin  project.  South 

Dakota  pumping  division,  Tower,  Greenwood, 
and  Yankton  units,  on  the  Missouri  River  in 
southeastern  South  Dakota; 

“Missouri  River  Basin  project,  South 

Dakota  pumping  division,  Wagner  unit  on  the 
Missouri  River  in  the  vicinity  of  Fort  Randall 
Dam  in  southeastern  South  Dakota; 

“Missouri  River  Basin  project,  Three- 

Forks  division,  Jefferson  and  Whitehall  units 
on  the  Big  Hole  and  Jefferson  Rivers  above 
Canyon  Ferry  Dam  in  southwestern  Montana; 

“Missouri  River  Basin  project,  Three- 

Forks  division.  West  Bench  unit,  on  the  Big 
Hole  River  in  southwestern  Montana  near 
the  town  of  Dillon; 

“Missouri  River  Basin  project.  White  divi¬ 
sion,  Pine  Ridge  unit,  on  the  White  River  iny 
southwestern  South  Dakota. 

,  “Region  7 

“Mirage  Flats  project  on  the  upper /Nio¬ 
brara  River  near  Hay  Springs,  Nebraska; 

“Missouri  River  Basin  project-/  Cedar 
Rapids  division,  on  the  Cedar  ^nd  Loup 
Rivers  near  Spalding,  Nebraska; 

"Missouri  River  Basin  project/  lower  Nio¬ 
brara  division,  O’Neill  unit,  /n  the  lower 
Niobrara  River  in  north-central  Nebraska, 

“Missouri  River  Basin  project,  Smoky  Hill 
division,  Ellis  unit,  on  B/g  Creek  in  west- 
central  Kansas; 

“Missouri  River  B/sin  project,  South 
Platte  division,  NarrpNs  Unit,  on  the  South 
Platte  River  near  Fort  Morgan,  Colorado. 

“Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
continue  feasibility  studies  on  the  following 
proposals,  which  are  presently  under  study 
and  which  wjh  require  further  study; 
“Region  1 

“Burnt y&iver  project.  Dark  Canyon  divi¬ 
sion,  on/ the  Burnt  River  in  west-central 
Oregon/ 

“Chief  Joseph  Dam  project,  Okanogan- 
Slmflkameen  division,  Okanogan  unit,  on  the 
Okanogan  River  in  north-central  Washing¬ 
ton; 


“Deschutes  project,  Central  division.  In 
the  Deschutes  and  Crooked  River  Basins  in 
central  Oregon; 

“Flathead  River  project,  encompassing  the 
Flathead  River  Basin  in  northwestern  Mon¬ 
tana; 

“Grand  Ronde  project  on  the  Grande 
Ronde  River  in  northeastern  Oregon; 

"Rogue  River  Basin  project,  Applegate 
Valley  division,  on  Applegate  Creek,  a  trib¬ 
utary  of  the  Rogue  River,  near  the  city  of 
Grants  Pass,  Oregon; 

“Rogue  River  Basin  project,  Medford  divi¬ 
sion,  on  the  Rogue  River  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  town  of  Medford,  Oregon; 

“Southwest  Idaho  water  development 
project,  Garden  Valley  division,  along  the 
Payette  River  and  in  the  general  vicinity  of 
Boise,  Idaho; 

“Southwest  Idaho  water  development 
project,  Weiser  River  division,  in  the  Weiser 
River  Basin  in  Idaho; 

“Umatilla  Basin  project,  encompassing  the 
Umatilla  River  Basin,  centering  near  the 
town  of  Pendleton,  Oregon; 

“Upper  Snake  River  project,  American 
Falls  Dam  replacement  on  the  Snake  River 
near  the  city  of  American  Falls,  Idaho; 

‘Upper  Snake  River  project,  Lynn  Crandall 
ivision,  on  the  Snake  River  below  Palisades 
Daga  in  southern  Idaho; 

jper  Snake  River  project,  Salmon  Fall: 
divisJto,  south  of  the  Snake  River,  near  tjae 
city  of 'Twin  Falls,  Idaho; 

“Uppek  Snake  River  project,  S6ake 
Plains  recharge  division,  encompassing  the 
Snake  RivN.Pla.ins  area  north  of  «)/  Snake 
River  in  souiWm  Idaho; 

“Walla  Wafta  project,  Marcus/  Whitman 
and  Milton-Fr^e  water  divisions,  in  the 
Walla  Walla  River  Basin  in/northeastem 
Oregon  and  southeastern  Washington; 

“Willamette  RiveX  projeiro,  Carlton  divi¬ 
sion,  on  the  Yamhill'^iv^f  in  northwestern 
Oregon; 

“Willamette  River  pfisJect,  Molalla  divi¬ 
sion,  on  the  Molalla y&nd  pudding  Rivers  in 
northwestern  Oregi 

“Yakima  project*' AhtanuinVinit,  on  Ahta- 
num  Creek  in  yie  Yakima  KVyer  Basin  in 
Washington. 

“Region  2 

‘Central  galley  project,  American  River 
division,  Bfacerville  Ridge  unit,  between  the 
South  Fsfrk  American  River  and  the 'North 
Fork  Cosumnes  River  east  of  Sacramento, 
California; 

rntral  Valley  project,  American  Riv< 
divfsion,  Pleasant  Oaks  unit,  between  the' 
mth  Fork  American  River  and  the  North 
i’ork  Cosumnes  River  east  of  Sacremento, 
California; 

“Central  Valley  project,  Cosumnes  River 
division.  Fair  Play  unit,  on  the  Middle  Fork 
Cosumnes  River  east  of  Sacramento,  Cali¬ 
fornia; 

“Central  Valley  project.  East  Side  division, 
ultimate  phase,  on  the  east  side  of  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley  from  the  American  River  on 
the  north  to  the  foothills  of  the  Tehachapi 
Mountains  south  of  the  Kern  River; 

“Central  Valley  project.  Pit  River  division, 
Allen  Camp  unit,  on  the  Pit  River  northeast 
of  Redding,  California; 

“Central  Valley  project,  Stanislaus  River 
division,  Sonora-Keystone  unit,  on  the  Stan¬ 
islaus  River  in  the  general  vicinity  of  Sonora, 
California; 

“Lompoc  project  on  the  lower  Santa  Ynez 
River  in  southern  California; 

“North  Coast  project.  Eel  River  division, 
English  Ridge  unit,  on  the  upper  Eel  River 
and  in  the  Putah  Creek  and  adjacent  areas 
north  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  California. 

“North  Coast  project,  Eel  River  division, 
Knights  Valley  unit  in  the  Russian  River 
Basin  and  adjacent  areas  north  of  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  Bay,  California; 

“North  Coast  project.  Eel  River  division, 
ultimate  phase,  in  the  Eel  River  Basin  in 
northwestern  California  with  facilities  for 


the  diversion  of  excess  water  into  the  Cent 
Valley  Basin; 

“North  Coast  project,  Lower  Klamath  RfVer 
division,  in  the  lower  Klamath  River  Zsasin 
in  northwestern  California  with  facilities  for 
the  diversion  of  excess  water  into  th/Central 
Valley  Basin; 

“North  Coast  project,  Lower  Tyfnity  River 
division  (exclusive  of  Paskenta-Newviile  Res¬ 
ervoir),  encompassing  that  portion  of  the 
Trinity  River  Basin  below  the'existing  Lewis¬ 
ton  Dam  of  the  Central  Vjflley  project,  the 
upper  portion  of  the  Mad  and  Van  Duzen 
Rivers  and  the  west  side  tributaries  of  the 
Sacramento  River  in  California; 

“North  Coast  project,  lower  Trinity  River 
division,  Paskenta-Newville  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  on  Stony  and /homes  Creeks  in  the  Sac¬ 
ramento  River  Basin  in  California; 

“Ventura  River  project  extension  in  the 
Ventura  Rivpr  Basin  near  Ventura,  Cali¬ 
fornia; 

“Washoe/project,  Hope  Valley  division,  on 
the  Carson  River  in  California  and  Nevada; 

“Washoe  project,  Newlands  extension  di- 
visiory' on  the  lower  Carson  River  near  the 
city y6f  Fallon,  Nevada. 

“Region  3 

‘Black  River-Springerville-Saint  Johns 
>roJect  on  the  Black  River  and  Little  Colo¬ 
rado  River  near  Springerville  and  Saint 
Johns,  Arizona; 

“Boulder  Canyon  project,  All-American 
Canal  system  water  salvage,  Coachella  divi¬ 
sion,  on  the  Coachella  Canal  in  southern 
California; 

“Boulder  Canyon  project,  All-American 
Canal  system  water  salvage.  Imperial  divi¬ 
sion,  on  the  All-American  Canal  and  the 
Imperial  Valley  distribution  system  in  south¬ 
ern  California; 

“Flagstaff -Williams  project,  near  the  cities 
of  Flagstaff  and  Williams,  Arizona; 

“Kingman  project,  on  the  Colorado  River 
and  near  the  city  of  Kingman,  Arizona; 

“Moapa  Valley  pumping  project  in  the 
Muddy  River  Basin  in  southern  Nevada; 

“San  Pedro-Santa  Cruz  project  in  the  San 
Pedro  and  Santa  Cruz  River  Basins  in  south¬ 
eastern  Arizona; 

“Upper  Gila  River  project  on  the  Gila  River 
and  its  tributaries  in  western  New  Mexico 
and  eastern  Arizona. 

“Region  4 

“Bear  River  project,  second  phase,  on  the 
Bear  River  and  its  tributaries  in  north-cen¬ 
tral  Utah  and  southeastern  Idaho; 

“Central  Utah  project,  ultimate  phase, 
spintah  unit,  on  the  Whiterock  and  Uinta 
jvers  in  northeastern  Utah. 

“Region  5 

mntley  project  on  the  Pecos  River  up¬ 
stream,  from  Carlsbad,  New  Mexico; 

“Ciboio  project  on  Cibolo  Creek  in  the  San 
Antonio  Itiver  Basin  in  Texas; 

“EastermNew  Mexico  water  supply  project 
in  northeastern  New  Mexico; 

“Nueces  River  project  on  Frio  River  in  the 
Nueces  River  Bb$in  in  the  vicinity  of  Corpus 
Christi,  Texas; 

“Portales  project,  near  the  town  of  Por- 
tales  in  eastern  NeX  Mexico; 

“Rio  Grande  waters  salvage  project!  New 
Mexico  division,  on  the'Rio  Grande  River  be¬ 
tween  the  Colorado-Ne\XjvIexico  State  line, 
and  the  existing  Caballo  lieservoir; 

“Texas  Basins  project,  encompassing  the 
gulf  coastal  streams  of  Texas  extending  from 
the  Sabine  River  on  the  nort\  to  the  Rio 
Grande  on  the  south. 

“Region  6 

“Missouri  River  Basin  project,  BV  Horn 
Basin  division,  Shoshone  extension^ unit. 
Polecat  Bench  area,  in  north  westemNJVy- 
oming  near  the  city  of  Powell; 

“Missouri  River  Basin  project,  Cannont 
division,  Mott  unit,  on  the  Cannonball  River 
in  southwestern  North  Dakota; 
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reed  to  conference 

report  on 

agricultural  appropriatioi 

bill.  House  committee  vatfed  to  report  bill  to  amend  Federal  Seed  Act  and  cotton 
processors  loans  bill.  /Rep.  Dague  spoke  in  opposition  to  rural  community  develop¬ 
ment  bill.  Senate  coipmittee  voted  to  report  food  for  freedom  Vj.ll .  (continued  on 
page  5) 

K  6  '  HOUSE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 
this  bill,  H.  R.  14596. (pp.  19503-8,  19*Ul-U).  This  hill  bill  net*  be  sent  to 
the  President,  (See  Digest  No,  lIiO  for  table  showing  changes  agreed  upon.) 


2.  RECREATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  aniendment 
S.  1310,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  study  the  feasibility 
andr  desirability  of  the  Connecticut  River  National  Recreation  Area  (H.  Repl 
170).  p.  19576 
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3.  TRANSPORTATION.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  3700,  the  urban  mass  trans 
po^tation  bill  (H.  Rept.  1869).  p.  19576 

legan  debate  on  H.  R.  15963,  to  establish  a  Department  of  Transportation.^ 
pp.  T9509-33 


4.  SEED,  Tfte  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 
H.  R.  15662,  to  amend  the  Federal  Seed  Act.  p.  D801 


5.  COTTON.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 
H.  R.  16888,  to  provide  assistance  to  first  processors  of  cotton  who  have  suf¬ 
fered  substantial  losses  because  of  the  economic  impact  of  cottop  programs  of 
this  Department  ,\  p.  D801 


6.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  approved  for  full 
committee  consideration  S.  1861,  to  provide  additional  assistance  to  areas 
suffering  a  major  disaster,  p.  D802 


7.  PERSONNEL.  The  Ways  and  Mdms  Committee  reported  H.  R. /i6774,  to  continue  for  a 
temporary  period  certain  existing  rules  relating  to  t^he  deductibility  of  accrr 
vacation  pay  (H.  Rept.  1885a.  P.  19577 

The  House  Administration  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  S.  1474,  to  create  a  bipartisan  commission  to  study  Federal  laws  limiting 
political  activity  by  officers  and  employees  of/Government.  p.  D801 


8.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Received  the\conferen^e  report  on  S.  3105,  the  military 
construction  bill,  which  includes  a  provision  to  reimburse  CCC  for  family  hous¬ 
ing  (H.  Rept.  1887).  p.  19577 


9.  WORLD  FARM  CENTER.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actual¬ 
ly  report)  H.  Con.  Res.  313,  to  endoi^ee  thV  concept  of  a  World  Farm  Center, 
p.  D801 


10.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  3034,  to  authorize  the 
Interior  Department  to  engage  in  studies  of  the\feasibility  of  certain  water 
resource  development  proposal^.  pp.  19508-9 


c 


11.  WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Agriculture  Commit teeX^ork  plans  for  various 
watershed  projects,  pp.  /19499-500 


12.  TRAFFIC  SAFETY.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  3005,  to^stablish  motor  vehicle 
safety  standards.  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed.  p.  19508 


13,  POVERTY.  Rep.  Sikes  criticized  "the  reckless  spending  under \he  poverty  pro¬ 


gram."  p.  19500/ 


14.  RURAL  COMMUNIT)T  DEVELOPMENT.  Rep,  Dague  spoke  in  opposition  to  S\  2934,  the 
rural  commuiyLty  development  districts  bill.  p.  19501 


15.  FOOD  PRICE#.  Rep.  Gerald  R.  Ford  inserted  an  article  which  criticize^.  Secretary 
statement  to  Democratic  congressional  candidates  on  food  prices,  p, 


Freeman*' 


19557 


16.  VEHICLES .  Received  from  the  Comptroller  General  a  report  of  potential  reduction 
in/cost  of  automotive  travel  by  Federal  employees  where  use  of  Government -owned 
-hides  is  feasible;  to  Government  Operations  Committee,  p,  19576 
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HouSe  and  $806,900,000  as  proposed  by  the 
SenatX  The  conferees  agreed  that  only 
$1,600, (Hip  shall  be  available  for  management 
studies. 

Operation  \pid  maintenance.  Air  National 
Guard 

AmendmentNNo.  11:  Reported  In  technical 
disagreement,  it  is  the  Intention  of  the 
managers  on  the\art  of  the  House  to  offer  a 
motion  to  recede  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment.  The  amendment  provides  lan¬ 
guage  requiring  the  intention  of  the  present 
twenty-five  airlift  squadrons. 

TITLE  III - PROCUREMENT 

Procurement  of  equipment  and  missiles, 
Army 

Amendment  No.  12:  Approbates  $3,483,- 
300,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$3,484,500,000  as  proposed  by  the'House. 

Procurement  of  aircraft  and  misshes,  Navy 

Amendment  No.  13 :  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  It  is  the  intention  \f  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  to\pffer 
a  motion  to  recede  and  concur  in  the  Seriate 
amendment  providing  that  no  part  of  the 
funds  in  this  bill  shall  be  available  for  tl« 
procurement  of  F-111B  aircraft,  with  an' 
amendment  which  will  permit  advance  pro¬ 
curement  of  equipment,  the  total  cost  of 
which  shall  not  exceed  $7,800,000. 

Shipbuilding  and  conversion,  Navy 

Amendment  No.  14:  Appropriates  $1,756,- 
700,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  instead  of 
$1,909,700,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  15  and  16:  Delete  lan¬ 
guage  proposed  by  the  Senate  to  provide 
that,  of  the  funds  appropriated  under  this 
heading,  $130,500,000  would  be  available  only 
for  the  construction  of  a  nuclear  powered 
guided  missile  frigate  and  $20,000,000  would 
be  available  only  for  the  procurement  of  long 
leadtime  items  for  an  additional  nuclear 
powered  guided  missile  frigate. 

Aircraft  procurement.  Air  Force 

Amendment  No.  17:  Appropriates  $4,017,- 
300,000  instead  of  $4,032,300,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $3,992,300,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate.  The  committee  of  conference 
in  agreeing  to  this  sum  has  approved  the 
amount  of  $55,000,000  for  the  F-12  aircraft 
program,  as  proposed  by  the  House,  and  have 
agreed  to  the  reduction  of  $15,000,000  in  the 
A-7  aircraft  program  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  18  and  19:  Delete  lan¬ 
guage  proposed  by  the  Senate  that,  of  the 
funds  appropriated  under  this  heading,  $30,- 
000,000  would  be  available  only  for  the  F-12 
aircraft  program  and  $16,000,000  would  be 
available  only  for  the  procurement  of  CX-^ 
(aeromedical  transport)  aircraft. 

TITLE  IV - RESEARCH,  DEVELOPMENT,  TEST,  /ND 

EVALUATION 

Research,  development,  test,  and  eval/lation. 
Navy 

Amendment  No.  20:  Appropriates  $1,758,- 
600,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $1,753,600,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 
The  $10,000,000  provided  above  the  budgeted 
amount  is  the  sum  of  an  increase  of  $7,500,- 
000  for  Anti-Submarine  /Warfare  develop¬ 
ment  and  an  increase  or  $2,500,000  for  the 
Deep  Submergence  Systems  project. 

Amendment  No.  Makes  the  total 

amount  of  $24,000,0/00  provided  for  the  Deep 
Submergence  System  project,  including  the 
$21,500,000  budgeted  and  the  $2,500,000  in¬ 
crease,  available  only  for  the  Deep  Submer¬ 
gence  System/  project  instead  of  $26,500,000 
as  proposed/by  the  House  and  $21,500,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Researcf,  development,  test,  and  evaluation, 
Air  Force 

Amendment  No.  22:  Appropriates  $3,112,- 
GO/f, 000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
$3,062,600,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 


The  $50,000,000  increase  is  for  the  Manned 
Orbiting  Laboratory  program. 

Amendment  No.  23 :  Provides  that  the  total 
sum  of  $200,000,000  provided  for  the  Manned 
Orbiting  Laboratory  program,  including  the 
$150,000,000  budgeted  and  the  $50,000,000 
added,  shall  be  available  only  for  the  Manned 
Orbiting  Laboratory  program  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

TITLE  VI - GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Amendment  No.  24 :  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  It  is  the  intention  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  to  offer 
a  motion  to  recede  and  concur  with  an  j 
amendment  which  will  provide  a  per-pupil 
limitation  of  $475  for  the  dependents  over¬ 
seas  education  program.  The  amendment 
will  include  language  preserving  pay  rates 
in  effect  on  June  30,  1966. 

Amendment  No.  25:  Strikes  language  pro¬ 
posed  by  Senate  relating  to  purchase  of  milk. 

Amendment  No.  26:  Restores  monthly  re¬ 
porting  requirement  as  contained  in  House 
bill  relating  to  use  of  Section  612  authorities. 

Amendment  No.  27 :  Reported  in  technical 
disagreement.  It  is  the  intention  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  to  offer 
a  motion  to  recede  and  concur  with  an 
amendment  which  will  provide  quarterly  re¬ 
arts  to  Congress  on  the  use  of  deficiency 
authorities  contained  in  Section  3732  of  the 
Revised  Statutes. 

Amendment  No.  28 :  Strikes  language  pro/ 
posed  Nay  House  providing  differing  allow¬ 
ances  foi:  the  shipment  of  household  goods 
for  differnag  pay  grades  leaving  a  single/max¬ 
imum  allowance  of  13,500  pounds  /s  pro¬ 
posed  by  theNBenate. 

AmendmenuNo.  29:  Reported  technical 
disagreement,  ^t  is  the  intention  of  the 
managers  on  the\part  of  the  Reuse  to  offer 
a  motion  to  recedeKand  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment  permitrmg  appropriations  to  be 
used  for  the  purchasaef  h/use  trailers  solely 
for  the  purpose  of  relieving  unusual  indi¬ 
vidual  losses  occasionedNay  the  relocation  of 
personnel  from  installations  in  France. 

Amendment  No.  30:  Provides  limitation  of 
$11,746,000  as  proposed  by  Senate  instead  of 
$12,647,300  as  pmposed  by  HSuse  on  funds 
available  for  ttys  hire  of  motor  Nphicles. 

Amendment/No.  31:  Strikes  language  pro¬ 
posed  by  thtr  Senate  and  restores  House  lan¬ 
guage  concerning  research  grant  cos 

Amendment  No.  32:  Inserts  langiVge  as 
proposed  by  Senate  providing  that  none  of 
the  fj<mds  shall  be  available  for  expenses 
of  tl?e  Special  Training  Enlistment  Programs, 
lendment  No.  33 :  Changes  section  nur 

George  Mahon, 

Robert  L.  F.  Sikes, 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

George  W.  Andrews, 

Daniel  J.  Flood, 

Glenard  P.  Lipscomb  (except 
amendments  1,  2,  3,  and  4), 
Melvin  R.  Laird  (except 

amendments  1,  2,  3,  and  4) , 
William  E.  Minshall  (except 
amendments  1,  2,  3,  and  4), 

Frank  T.  Bow  (except  amend¬ 
ments  1,  2,  3,  and  4) , 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


MAKING  IN  ORDER  CONSIDERA¬ 
TION  OF  A  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
FOR  CONTINUING  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be  in 
order  any  day  next  week  to  consider  a 
joint  resolution  making  continuing  ap¬ 
propriations. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 
There  was  no  objection. 


COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Sp< 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
mittee  on  Rules  may  have  until  m  /ht 
tonight  to  file  certain  privileged  :  irts. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obje<  i  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  iyt  Vir¬ 
ginia  ? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1967— CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
14596)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  the  conference  report  and  state¬ 
ment,  see  proceedings  of  the  House  of 
August  23,  1966.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
the  privilege  today  of  submitting  the 
conference  report  on  the  bill  H.R.  14596. 
I  am  pleased  to  say  that  we  were  able  to 
agree  with  the  Senate  in  one  afternoon 
and  the  conference  report  I  submit  to 
you  has  been  agreed  to  by  all  the  con¬ 
ferees,  including  Congressmen  Whitten, 
Natcher,  Hull,  Morris,  Mahon,  Michel, 
Langen,  and  Bow  on  the  House  side,  and 
Senators  Holland,  Russell,  Ellender, 
Young,  and  Mundt  on  the  Senate  side. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  quite  a  bit  of  pride 
in  this  conference  report,  for  it  repre¬ 
sents  the  action  of  the  Congress  in  the 
true  spirit  of  the  Constitution.  The 
Constitution,  you  know,  provides  for 
three  divisions  of  the  Government:  the 
executive,  the  judicial,  and  the  legisla¬ 
tive.  Insofar  as  those  of  us  in  the  House 
are  concerned,  we  are  “Representatives” 
in  the  Congress.  No  one  can  appoint 
us.  We  must  be  elected  by  the  people. 
This  leaves  us  with  the  obligation  of  rep¬ 
resenting  truly  the  interests  of  the  peo¬ 
ple. 

Members  will  recall  that  in  the  original 
budget  submission,  drastic  cuts  were 
recommended  for  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  the  special  milk  program,  the 
watershed  programs,  some  94  research 
facilities  through  the  country,  control 
and  eradication  of  various  insects  and 
diseases,  including  fire  ant,  phony  peach, 
and  peach  mosaic,  soybean  cyst  nema¬ 
tode,  sweetpotato  weevil,  barberry,  golden 
nematode,  gypsy  moth,  witchweed,  bru¬ 
cellosis,  and  scabies,  research  at  the  State 
experiment  stations,  the  Extension  Serv¬ 
ice,  the  REA,  the  ACP,  and  many  other 
programs.  The  budget,  in  turn,  recom¬ 
mended  large  increases  in  funds  to  be 
handled  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary. 

Members  of  your  Subcommittee  on 
Appropriations  considered  these  recom¬ 
mendations  by  the  executive  department, 
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as  we  should.  After  consideration,  we 
differed  with  the  budget  and  put  the 
money  back  where  it  has  been  through 
the  years  and  where  it  has  contributed 
so  much  toward  maintaining  and  restor¬ 
ing  the  natural  resources  of  our  Nation, 
toward  feeding  our  people,  and  toward 
making  a  market  for  our  industry  and 
labor,  including  making  possible  the 
highest  standard  of  living  ever  known 
in  history.  As  a  result,  the  American 
people  spend  a  smaller  percentage  for 
food  and  clothing;  fewer  of  them  have 
to  till  the  soil,  leaving  more  than  92  per¬ 
cent  who  are  free  to  provide  these  other 
things. 

Mr.  Speaker,  truly  this  is  a  case  of  the 
legislative  body  reasserting  its  right  as 
it  should.  I  am  proud  to  submit  this  re¬ 
port  to  you  here  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  sei’ved  on  the 
Appropriations  Committee  for  many 
years.  In  fact,  only  2  Members  have 
served  on  the  50-man  Appropriations 
Committee  longer  than  I,  Chairman 
Georce  Mahon,  of  Texas,  and  Mike  Kir- 
wan,  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  you  know  it  is  my 
privilege  to  also  serve  on  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  on  Public  Works, 
which  provides  funds  for  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission,  the  TVA,  with  its 
water  control  and  power  program  for  its 
region,  and  for  every  river  and  harbor  in 
the  United  States. 

Truly,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  all  the 
problems  we  have  today,  it  is  a  great 
privilege  to  stand  here  and  lead  the  fight 
to  look  after  the  development  and  pro¬ 
tection  of  our  resources  at  home,  includ¬ 
ing  the  public  health,  for  it  is  on  these 
things  that  all  else  depends. 

We  have  in  this  conference  report  re¬ 
stored  and  increased  the  following  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department: 

RESEARCH 

Facilities  proposed  for  elimina¬ 
tion  or  reduction — Amount 


restored _  $4,  580,  200 

Other  increases _  10,  842,  300 


Total - - -  15,  422,  500 


DISEASE  AND  PEST  CONTROL 

Programs  proposed  for  elimina¬ 
tion  or  reduction — Amount 

restored  - -  7,  803, 100 

Other  increases  added _  2,  712,  800 


Total  -  10,  515,  900 


STATE  EXPERIMENT 
STATIONS 

Hatch  Act  funds  and  grants  for 
facilities — Amount  restored  __  10,245,000 

Other  increases  (net) _  755,  000 


Total  -  11,  000,  000 


EXTENSION  SERVICE 

Proposed  budget  shift  of  $10,- 
000,000  from  formula  to  non¬ 
formula  distribution;  not  ap¬ 
proved  by  Congress — Addi¬ 
tional  funds  provided _  3,  000,  000 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

Watershed  planning:  New  plan¬ 
ning  starts  restored  to  100. 

Watershed  protection:  New 
construction  starts  restored  to 


80  or  more.  Funds  restored 

and  increased  by _  3,  441,  000 

Great  plains  conservation  funds 
increased  by -  2,  388,  000 


CONSUMER  AND 
MARKETING  SERVICE 

Special  milk  program:  Funds 
restored  to  $104,000,000,  of 
which  $51,000,000  is  provided 
by  direct  appropriation  and 
$53,000,000  by  transfer  from 
sec.  32 — Increase  over  budget 


of - - - $83,  000,  000 

School  lunch  program:  Funds 
restored  to  $165,855,000,  an 
increase  over  budget  of _  27,  855,  000 


AGRICULTURAL  CON¬ 
SERVATION  PROGRAM 

The  proposed  budget  cut  in  next 
year’s  program  announcement 
from  $220,000,000  to  $100,000,- 
000  (plus  administrative  costs 
of  $30,000,000)  was  restored 
by  Congress  to  previous  level 
of  $220,000,000 — Increase  over 
budget  of -  120,  000,  000 

Reductions  in  less  essential  programs 
and  other  adjustments  have  made  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  make  these  restorations  and 
other  essential  increases  and  still  remain 
below  total  appropriations  recommended 
in  the  1967  budget  by  $28,347,850.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  $146  million  of  section  32  funds 
will  be  returned  to  the  Treasury  based 
on  conference  action. 

In  addition,  the  following  restorations 
and  increases  in  loan  authorizations  have 
been  included  in  this  bill  to  meet  clearly 
demonstrated  and  well  justified  addi¬ 
tional  needs  for  loan  funds; 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICA¬ 
TION  ADMINISTRATION 

Budget  proposed  $220,000,000 
for  electrification  loans;  bill 
contains  total  of  $375,000,- 
000,  an  increase  of _ $155,  000,  000 

FARMERS  HOME 
ADMINISTRATION 

Bill  increases  authorization 
for  operating  loans  from 
$300,000,000  to  $350,000,000, 
an  increase  of -  50,  000,000 

Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  watershed  pro¬ 
gram  of  this  Nation  is  one  of  the  finest 
steps  we  have  ever  taken  toward  leaving 
a  rich  country  for  our  children  and  our 
children’s  children.  I  am  proud  that  this 
subcommittee  some  years  ago  provided 
$5  million  over  the  President’s  budget  in 
order  to  set  up  62  pilot  watersheds  to 
show  the  value  of  this  program  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States. 

As  our  domestic  needs  for  food  and 
fiber  increase,  and  as  our  world  commit¬ 
ments  grow,  the  budget  recommends  that 
we  give  less  financial  support  to  that  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  economy  which  is  the  very 
basis  for  our  personal  well-being  and  the 
key  to  our  national  prosperity  and  filter- 
national  strength.  The  budget  proposals 
would  have  seriously  damaged  American 
agriculture,  which  is  the  key  segment  in 
the  Nation’s  partnership  of  agriculture, 
industry,  and  labor. 

If  the  committee  and  the  Congress 
were  to  have  followed  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  1967  budget  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  our  whole  economy 
would  be  endangered,  as  would  our  in¬ 
ternational  commitments.  If  such  a  pol¬ 
icy  as  the  administration  advocates  were 
followed  for  only  a  few  years,  the  United 
States  would  likely  be  a  food  deficit 
country  instead  of  one  of  abundance. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  committee  has  a  long 
record  of  support  for  rural  development. 


It  has  recognized  the  benefits  to  the  Na¬ 
tion  from  programs  to  enable  people  to 
stay  on  the  land  instead  of  moving  into 
the  already  overcrowded  towns  and  cities, 
or  to  return  to  the  land,  while  working 
in  towns  and  cities.  It  has  realized  that, 
if  the  usual  conveniences  were  made 
available  in  nonurban  areas  more  and 
more  people  would  be  attracted  to  live 
in  such  areas.  The  committee  has  rec- 
osnized,  too,  the  dispersion  of  many  ac¬ 
tivities  which  makes  rural  development 
essential.  For  many  years  it  has  sup¬ 
ported  adequate  funds  for  rural  elec¬ 
trification,  rural  telephones,  housing  and 
development  loans,  and  loans  for  water, 
recreation,  drainage  and  other  special 
community  facilities.  It  has  also  sup¬ 
ported  efforts  to  encourage  industrial 
development  to  provide  supplemental  in¬ 
come  in  rural  areas. 

The  committee  believes,  however,  that 
such  programs  have  been  handled  effec¬ 
tively  in  the  past  through  the  regular  es¬ 
tablished  agencies  of  the  Department, 
which  have  been  working  successfully 
with  rural  people  through  the  years. 
These  old-line  agencies  have  the  funds, 
qualified  technicians,  and  established 
field  offices  to  meet  the  needs  of  rural 
areas.  They  can  function  more  effec¬ 
tively  if  additional  layers  of  supervision 
are  not  added  between  Washington  and 
the  rural  areas  to  be  served. 

For  example,  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  has  been  in  existence  for 
20  years.  Its  predecessor  agencies,  the 
Farm  Security  Administration  and  the 
Resettlement  Administration  go  back  to 
the  mid-1930’s.  During  this  period,  it 
has  made  an  outstanding  record  of  serv¬ 
ice  to  farmers  and  rural  communities. 
It  makes  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
of  direct  and  insured  loans  and  grants 
each  year  for  nearly  every  phase  of  farm 
and  rural  community  life. 

Action  of  the  Department  in  hiring 
employees  under  regular  agencies  and 
assigning  them  to  the  RODS  program 
was  never  approved  and  efforts  to  set  up 
a  nationwide  group  responsible  to  the 
Secretary  in  this  bill  has  been  denied. 
Existing  farm  agencies  can  well  do  the 
job.  The  conferees  have  agreed  to  con¬ 
tinue  for  1  year  the  force  in  Washington 
to  assimilate  information  from  the  vari¬ 
ous  agencies  and  departments  of  Govern¬ 
ment  now  engaged  in  this  program.  For 
this  purpose,  $637,000  is  provided.  In 
addition,  the  bill  carries  an  extra  $400,- 
000  for  the  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion,  that  it  may  assign  State  employees 
to  coordinate  and  help  with  rural  devel¬ 
opment  work  through  its  existing  field 
offices.  Also,  other  agencies  of  the  De¬ 
partment  will  cooperate  in  the  rural  de¬ 
velopment  program  as  it  affects  their 
activities. 

Rural  development  work  has  meant 
much  to  my  own  State  where  to  date,  182 
small  towns  and  rural  areas  in  64  Missis¬ 
sippi  comities  have  developed  special 
projects  for  central  water  systems,  total¬ 
ing  more  than  $20  million,  since  a  loan 
program  financed  by  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  began  less  than  4  years 
ago. 

We  are  making  the  fastest  progress  of 
any  other  States  toward  complete  cover¬ 
age  of  our  rural  areas  with  modem  water 
systems  so  essential  to  better  living 
standards  and  more  prosperity  for  all. 
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Fifty-three  new  Mississippi  rural  water 
systems  built  since  1962  already  are  in 
operation,  38  others  are  under  construc¬ 
tion,  and  65  more  have  been  approved 
for  early  construction. 

Modern  water  systems  are  important 
because  they  assure  a  constant  supply  of 
clean  water  in  the  homes  of  farm  and 


rural  dwellers  who  comprise  a  major  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  working  force  and  and  pro¬ 
vide  room  for  the  people  in  our  over¬ 
crowded  towns  and  cities. 

Mississippi’s  economic  and  social 
progress  is  getting  a  substantial  boost 
through  this  program  of  FHA-insured 
water  systems  becoming  available  to 
more  and  more  rural  people  in  the  State. 


The  bill  as  presented  to  you  today  in 
this  conference  report  provides  total  ap¬ 
propriations  of  $6,994,590,150,  which  are 
$28,347,850  below  those  proposed  in  the 
1967  budget.  The  following  table  pre¬ 
sents  the  final  figures  for  the  various 
titles  of  the  bill  and  comparisons  with 
final  conference  action: 


Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  appropriation  bill,  1967 


Item 

1966  appropri¬ 
ation 

1967  budget 
estimate 

Passed  House 

Passed  Senate 

Conference 

action 

Conference  action  compared  with — 

1966  appro¬ 
priation 

Budget  esti¬ 
mate 

House 

Senate 

Title  I,  general  activities _ 

Title  II,  credit  agencies . . 

Title  III,  corporations _ 

Title  IV,  related  agencies _ 

Grand  total,  appropria¬ 
tions . . . 

Loan  authorization 3 . .  . 

$1,  697,  649,  500 
188,  563,  000 
4, 493,  736,  000 
1,  500,  000 

i  $1,  669,  890,  000 
98,  002,  000 
5,  254,  401,  000 
645,  000 

$1, 616, 876,  000 
93. 459,  000 
5, 165,  342,  000 
350,  000 

1  $1,  788, 840,  300 
93,  502,  000 
5, 181, 401,  000 
600,  000 

$1,  719,  355, 150 
93,  459,  000 
5, 181,  301,  000 
475,  000 

+$21,  705,  650 
-95, 104,  000 
+687,  565,  000 
-1,  025,  000 

+$49, 465, 150 
-4,  543,  000 
-73, 100,  000 
-170,  000 

+$102,  479, 150 

0 

+15, 959,  000 
+125,  000 

— $69, 485, 150 
-43,  000 
-100,000 
-125,  000 

6,  381, 448,  500 
837,  000,  000 

7, 022, 938,  000 
702, 100,  000 

6, 876,  027, 000 
852,  000,  000 

7,  064, 343,  300 
932,  000,  000 

6,  994,  590, 150 
932,  000, 000 

+613, 141,  650 
+95,  000,  000 

-28,347,850 
+229,  900,  000 

3+118,  563, 150 
+80,  000,  000 

-69,753, 150 
0 

1  Includes  supplemental  reauest  of  $300,000  to  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service,  2  As  result  of  conference  action,  an  additional  $140,000,000  of  see.  32  funds  will  be 
consumer  protective,  marketing  and  regulatory  programs  for  expenses  pursuant  to  returned  to  the  Treasury. 

the  Cotton  Research  and  Promotion  Act  (Public  Law  89-502).  3  These  are  loans  supported  by  collateral  and  will  be  repaid  in  full  with  Interest. 


Mr.  Speaker,  insofar  as  I  know,  this 
conference  agreement  meets  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  agriculture  in  the  best  way  that 
we  know  how.  We  are  pleased  to  be  able 
to  work  this  situation  out  to  the  benefit 
of  all  concerned. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel]. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  cer¬ 
tainly  concur  with  the  views  expressed  by 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  [Mr.  Whitten],  As  he 
pointed  out,  we  were  confronted  with  a 
a  real  problem  in  trying  to  take  care  of 
these  phony  budget  figures  which  came 
up  here  for  the  popular  on-going  pro¬ 
grams,  such  as  research  and  extension 
service,  conservation,  land-grant  col¬ 
leges,  school  lunch,  school  milk,  and  REA 
programs.  We  discussed  all  this  at  some 
length  when  the  bill  was  here  on  the 
floor  of  this  House  and  I  am  glad  to 
say  that  the  Senate  when  they  con¬ 
sidered  the  measure,  obviously  felt  pret¬ 
ty  much  the  same  way  we  did  and  so  our 
conference  report  reflects  this  general 
feeling  and  accord.  Obviously,  there 
were  compromises  on  specific  figures, 
such  as  spiffing  the  $2  million  difference 
in  the  school  milk  program.  A  confer¬ 
ence  is  giving  and  taking  by  both  sides 
and  while  I  would  like  to  have  seen  the 
House  stand  pat  on  some  of  the  figures, 
and  giving  in  to  the  Senate,  on  others, 
we  have  come  up  with  a  fairly  acceptable 
compromise,  and  I  shall  support  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  might  point  out  that 
overall  our  conference  report  is  $28,347,- 
850  below  the  President’s  budget  in  di¬ 
rect  appropriations.  However,  it  is 
$229,900,000  over  the  President’s  budget 
in  loan  authorizations.  This  loan  au¬ 
thorization  increase  comes  in  three  main 
categories:  $155  million  in  the  rural 
electric  field;  $32  million  in  rural  tele¬ 
phones;  and  $50  million  in  operating 
loans  under  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration.  Bear  in  mind  that  these  are 
figures  over  and  above  the  loan  author¬ 
ization  requests  in  the  budget.  It  does 
not  mean  they  are  over  that  much  for 


the  1966  appropriations.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  rural  electric  loan  authoriza¬ 
tion  is  $10  million  over  1966.  Telephone 
is  $20  million  over,  and  these  farm  op¬ 
erating  loans  are  $50  million  over  1966. 

These  figures  offset  by  a  few  minor 
items,  gives  us  our  overall  total  of  $229,- 
900,000  of  loan  authorizations  over  the 
President’s  budget.  The  Senate  figure 
on  rural  electric  cooperative  loans  and 
rural  telephone  loans  were  both  accepted 
by  the  majority  of  the  conferees,  but  not 
this  one. 

I  might  point  out  while  on  this  subject, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  several  Members  of 
the  House  have  asked  me  whether  the 
conferees  agreed  to  the  statements 
which  appear  at  pages  47  and  48  in  Sen¬ 
ate  Report  No.  1370,  which  accompanied 
the  agriculture  appropriation  bill  for 
fiscal  1967,  relating  to  the  policy  for 
making  REA  loans  for  power  generation 
and  transmission.  It  will  be  recalled 
that  both  the  House  and  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committees,  in  their  reports  on 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  set 
forth  specific  directions  to  be  complied 
with  by  the  REA  Administrator  before 
approving  loans  for  power  generation 
and  transmission.  The  minor  differ¬ 
ences  between  these  reports  were  resolved 
in  a  statement  in  the  House  conference 
report  on  the  fiscal  1964  bill,  and  this  was 
concurred  in  by  the  Senate  managers  at 
that  time.  During  the  meeting  of  the 
conferees  on  the  pending  agriculture  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  H.R.  14596,  there  was 
discussion  of  the  statements  I  have 
referred  to,  which  appear  in  Senate  Re¬ 
port  No.  1370.  The  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  did  not  concur  in  the 
language  of  the  Senate  report.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  result  is  no  action  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  the  directions  to  the  REA  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  as  set  forth  in  the  several 
reports  already  referred  to  on  the  fiscal 
1964  appropriation  bill  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  have  not  been 
changed  or  modified.  These  directions 
remain  in  effect. 

The  chairman  has  made  reference  to 


several  of  the  items  which  in  the  House- 
passed  bill  were  to  be  funded  by  the  use 
of  section  32  funds,  but  which  now  will 
be  funded  with  direct  appropriations  by 
virtue  of  the  conference  action.  Frankly, 
I  am  glad  to  see  these  figures  out  in  the 
open,  such  as  the  $110  million  of  direct 
appropriations  for  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram.  I  should  point  out  that  there  is 
also  $30  million  reappropriated  from  this 
past  fiscal  year,  giving  us  a  total  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  of  $140  million. 

There  is  a  significant  change  in  the  fig¬ 
ures  for  the  cropland  adjustment  pro¬ 
gram.  We  agreed  upon  $50  million,  a  $40 
million  reduction  from  the  House-passed 
bill,  and  this  now  leaves  us  with  a  figure 
of  $100  million  less  than  the  budget  re¬ 
quest  for  this  program. 

We  went  along  with  the  Senate’s 
higher  figure  for  restoration  of  capital 
impairment  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  and  this  will  now  clean  up 
the  deficiencies  of  all  past  years  with  the 
exception  of  1961,  which  shows  a  defi¬ 
ciency  of  $1,057  million.  Money  appro¬ 
priated  for  this  purpose,  as  most  of  you 
know,  is  in  the  main  to  make  up  for  the 
losses  sustained  by  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  in  making  its  sales  of  surplus 
commodities  abroad  for  local  currencies. 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  the  hearings  on 
the  original  house  bill  and  here  on  the 
floor  in  general  debate,  I  pointed  out  that 
the  Department  had  a  total  of  nearly 
30,000  vehicles  as  of  June  20,  1965,  of 
which  about  2,600  were  passenger  cars 
and  nearly  300  were  station  wagons  and 
buses,  and  that  the  General  Accounting 
Office  indicated  that  additional  vehicles 
were  not  needed.  While  we  did  accept 
the  Senate  figure  to  replace  434  passenger 
motor  vehicles,  as  against  the  421  in  the 
House  bill,  we  can  claim  some  credit  for 
the  disallowance  of  77  new  cars  requested 
by  the  Department. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should 
like  to  update  the  table  of  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  employees  which  I 
had  included  with  my  remarks  of  last 
April.  In  summary,  the  Department  has 
the  staggering  total  of  271,164  persons  on 
the  payroll  in  one  fashion  or  another: 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture— Employees  and  other  personnel  assisting  with  Department  programs  as  of  June  80  fiscal  gears  1956-65 

and  estimated  1966  and  1967 


Fiscal  year 

TJSDA  employees 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  county  committees 

(Excluding  Forest 
Service) 

Forest  Service 

Total 

Full-time 

comity 

office 

employees 

Part-time 1 

Average 

annual 

employ¬ 

ment 

Cooperative 
extension 
service  3 

Perma¬ 

nent 

full-time 

Other 

Perma¬ 

nent 

full-time 

Other 

County 

office 

employees 

County 

commit¬ 

teemen 

Community 

commit¬ 

teemen 

1956  . . . - 

1957  . - - - 

1958- . - . . . 

1959  . . . 

1960  . . . . 

1961- . . . . . . . 

1962  . . . . . 

1963  _ _ _ _ 

1964  _ _ _ _ _ 

1965_ _ _ _ 

1966  estimated _ _ _ 

1967  estimated _ 

48, 195 
51, 881 
53, 345 
55, 013 
54,  647 
57, 963 
57,  028 
58,644 
58, 507 
60,331 
62, 825 
63,673 

17, 187 
17, 782 
19, 470 
14,  033 
12,913 
11,  308 
14,  835 
14,  819 

11,  069 

12,  438 
12,  021 
11,  517 

9,480 
10, 531 
12, 219 

13,  359 

14,  761 
13, 342 
17, 476 
18,  863 

18,  550 

19,  666 
21,550 
22, 577 

14, 536 
15,804 
16, 105 
14,  815 
16,  373 
19, 944 
21, 172 
20,  612 
20,  350 
20,  682 
20,  379 
20, 333 

89, 398 

95, 998 
101, 139 

97,  220 

98,  694 
102,  557 
110,511 
112, 488 
108,  476 

‘  113,  017 
116, 775 
118, 100 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

14,  577 
16,  754 
16, 194 

15,  408 
15,  339 
15,242 
15,  242 

(3) 

(?) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 

412 

381 

348 

348 

9,165 
9, 143 
9, 165 
8,862 
9, 168 
9,171 
9, 183 
9,195 
9, 195 
9, 186 
9, 186 
9,186 

82,  809 
79, 709 
82, 335 
81,  555 
81,  612 
80, 138 
80,  001 
79,995 
79, 356 
77,  415 

75,  693 

76,  693 

21, 215 
26,  688 
28,  529 

25,  569 
21, 206 

22,  246 

26,  078 

27,  297 
24, 182 

23,  836 
24,462 
23,  923 

13, 784 
14, 115 
13, 807 

13,  500 

14,  548 
13,  596 
13,  722 

13,  858 

14,  833 
15, 104 
15, 100 
15,100 

■  In  addition  to  regular  part-time  county  office  employees  and  county  and  comm  unity 
committeemen,  informal  employees  with  no  regular  tour  of  duty  are  appointed  for 
temporary  periods  when  needed.  They  are  on  call  and  are  paid  only  when  they 
actually  work.  As  of  June  30,  1965,  there  were  38,920  such  employees  on  the  rolls. 
However,  historical  data  are  not  maintained  for  this  type  of  employee. 

3  Includes  State  directors,  assistant  directors,  management  officers,  statewide  and 
area  specialists,  county  supervisors,  county  home  economics  and  4-II  Club  agents 

3  Data  on  number  of  employees  not  available. 

1  Employment  at  June  30, 1965,  was  distributed  among  following  areas  of  service' 

Forestry  (exclusive  of  researchl _  _ _  37  316 

Soil  and  wa  tor  resource  protection  and  development  _  "  19  248 

Agriculture  and  forestry  research _  "  "  12’ 076 


Inspection  and  other  marketing  service  for  agricultural  commodities _  11, 955 

REA  and  FH  A  loan  programs _  jq  333 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control _ _ 6,019 

Price-support  and  other  farm  income  stabilization  programs  _  4  995 

Crop  and  livestock  estimates  and  other  statistical  and  economic  research 

services _ _  3  130 

Crop  insurance  program _ ——II—— II  . .  1' 336 

Domestic  food  distribution . . . '  560 

Foreign  assistance  programs _ _ II IIII II II III II  320 

other . . . . . . . . 5, 724 

Totai . — - . - . — . .  113,017 


Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to 
the  distinguished  minority  leader,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Gerald 
R.  Ford]. 

(Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  wheth¬ 
er  or  not  the  net  effect  of  the  conference 
report  is  to  increase  potential  spending 
over  the  President’s  budget  when  you 
include  regular  obligation  authority  and 
the  additional  loan  authorization? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mi-.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  has 
been  pointed  out  by  my  able  colleague, 
we  are  above  the  budget  submitted  by  the 
President  with  reference  to  the  ceiling 
that  is  imposed  each  year  on  the  author¬ 
ized  loans  which  may  be  made  by  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Department.  The  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel],  a  member  of 
the  subcommittee,  mentioned  these  loans 
which  the  Rural  Electrification  Admin¬ 
istration  and  the  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  make.  Those  loans  are  made 
based  upon  collateral.  They  are  secured 
by  collateral,  may  I  say,  and  they  are 
repaid,  with  interest. 

Mr.  Speaker,  through  the  years  many 
folk  have  tried  to  raise  the  question  as 
to  whether  or  not  this  is  justified.  It  is 
my  judgment,  in  view  of  the  present  in¬ 
flation,  the  increased  cost  of  operations 
in  the  field  of  agriculture,  and  the  drive 
which  has  been  going  on  recently  which 
has  decreased  the  availability  of  outside 
financing,  that  the  committee  was  thor¬ 
oughly  justified  and  I  believe  acted 
wisely  in  lifting  these  loan  ceilings. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  repeat, 
the  dollar  amount  of  appropriations  for 
the  regular  continuing  programs  is 
approximately  $28  million  below  the 


budget.  The  total  amount  that  will  be 
loaned  and  eventually  repaid  is  as  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  states. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  applaud  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Whitten]  and  members  of 
the  subcommittee  and  the  conferees 
for  restoring  the  obligational  authority 
which  is  necessary  to  supply  adequately 
the  funds  for  the  school  lunch  program 
and  for  the  school  milk  program  and 
other  programs  where  the  President  did 
make  reductions  when  he  submitted  his 
budget  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  in  January. 

But,  is  it  not  fair  to  say  that  when 
you  combine  the  obligational  authority 
in  the  regular  part  of  the  bill  and  the 
loan  authorization,  the  potential  is  there 
for  more  expenditures  in  fiscal  year  1967 
than  what  the  President  recommended 
at  the  time  he  submitted  his  budget? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
that  we  are  all  prone  to  express  ourselves 
as  we  see  fit.  However,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  says,  the  bill  before  us 
will  provide  taking  out  of  the  Treasury 
more  dollars  for  lending  purposes  than 
were  provided  for  in  the  budget  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  President.  But,  as  has 
been  pointed  out,  those  dollars  will  be 
taken  out  and  loaned  for  various  pur¬ 
poses  and  will  be  repaid.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment  they  represent  a  sound  investment. 

The  sum  total  in  dollars  that  would 
be  withdrawn  from  the  Treasury  may  be 
more  than  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
recommended.  But  it  is  in  a  good  cause 
and  they  will  be  repaid.  Personally 
through  the  years  I  have  never  felt  it 
proper  to  consider  loans  that  a  bank 
makes,  where  they  will  get  repayment 
plus  interest,  in  the  same  way  that  the 
operating  costs  of  the  bank  are  consid¬ 
ered.  They  are  two  separate  things  and 


we  have  so  classified  them.  I  think  our 
report  and  supporting  tables  which  will 
appear  as  part  of  my  statement  here 
makes  it  quite  clear  what  each  of  them 
are. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  agree  with  the  manner  in  which  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  stated 
the  situation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a  difference  be¬ 
tween  obligation  authority  which  even¬ 
tually  becomes  an  expenditure  and  a  loan 
authorization  because  loans  will  even¬ 
tually  be  repaid  for  the  projects  or  the 
programs  that  are  involved. 

But  looking  at  the  fiscal  year  1967, 
from  the  point  of  view  of  expenditure, 
we  would  have  to  concede  that  the  ex¬ 
penditures  under  the  conference  report 
potentially  and  probably  will  be  greater 
than  the  budget  submitted  by  the 
President. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  caught,  of  course, 
in  the  gentleman’s  statement  the  word 
“potentially.”  I  will  have  to  agree  that 
potentially  that  could  be  true.  But  may 
I  point  out  that  this  is  an  increase  in  the 
loan  authorization.  It  is  not  really  an 
obligation  authority — although  that  is 
one  way  of  describing  it.  That  money 
is  not  actually  withdrawn  from  the 
Treasury  until  the  loan  is  made  and  the 
notes  are  signed  and  the  obligation  on 
the  part  of  the  borrower  is  incurred. 
But  potentially  I  would  have  to  say  that 
the  gentleman  could  be  correct. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding,  and 
also  to  state  that  I  think  the  minority 
leader's  analysis  of  this  is  correct. 

When  we  compare  apples  with  apples 
and  oranges  with  oranges,  I  must  say 
that  this  does  remain  beyond  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  budget.  I  voted  against  the  House 
bill  because  of  this  very  reason. 
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But,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  ask  if  these 
figures  are  not  correct,  the  total  figure 
in  the  House  bill  was  $6,876  billion;  the 
Senate  bill  was  $7,064  billion.  This  con¬ 
ference  report  before  us  has  a  figure  of 
$6,994  billion.  Am  I  correct  in  those 
figures? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct.  I  wish  to  point  out  again  that 
$146  million  under  section  32  will  be 
returned  to  the  Treasury  under  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  as  compared  with  what 
would  have  been  returned  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury  under  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  But  I  think  it  is  ac¬ 
curate  to  state  that  the  House  bill  which 
was  $6.8  billion  has  now  been  increased 
under  this  report  to  $6,994  billion.  I 
would  observe  that  far  from  doing  what 
the  President  has  suggested  that  the 
Congress  do,  of  staying  within  the  budget, 
we  are  again  going  out  of  the  budget. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  With  reference  to 
the  figures  that  the  gentleman  is  quot¬ 
ing  he  should  match  against  the  in¬ 
crease  over  the  House  figure  fact  that 
$146  million  will  return  to  the  Treasury 
under  this  conference  report.  So  that 
the  larger  figure  the  gentleman  quoted 
would  have  to  be  reduced  by  this  $146 
million  to  be  comparable. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  think  I  was  giving 
the  net  figure.  In  other  words,  if  you 
include  this  $140  million,  you  would  go 
well  over  the  $7  billion.  It  would  go  well 
over  the  $7  billion  and  be  right  back  at 
the  Senate  figure. 

Here  is  the  other  comment  I  wanted 
to  make.  I  think  it  is  most  important 
in  these  conference  reports  in  these  crit¬ 
ical  periods  of  fiscal  problems  in  the 
administration,  to  give  us  these  aggre¬ 
gate  figures — the  net  figures  so  that  we 
know  what  we  are  talking  about.  One 
cannot  get  this  data  that  I  was  just 
setting  forth  in  the  Record  on  the  net 
figures  from  the  conference  report. 

I  have  noticed  that  other  conference 
reports  are  singularly  lacking  in  this 
kind  of  information.  Let  us  not  try  to 
kid  the  Members  here.  Let  us  lay  it  out 
on  the  table.  If  this  Congress  wants  to 
continue  doing  what  it  is  obviously  going 
to  do — continue  in  these  expenditures 
beyond  the  President’s  budget,  let  the 
leadership  of  this  Congress  bear  the 
brunt  of  it.  I  certainly  will  not  vote 
for  it. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  appreciate  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  statement. 

Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  say  that  today’s 
Record  carries  the  printed  conference  re¬ 
port  which  follows  the  standard  form. 
To  me  it  is  quite  plain  as  to  what  has 
been  done.  I  have  tried  to  make  it  plain 
to  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  could 
not  find  it  in  the  conference  report,  but 
I  am  informed  that  the  Senate  accepted 
the  language  of  a  restrictive  amendment 
as  to  the  funds  for  the  Public  Law  480 
program  in  the  motion  of  recommital  by 
the  House.  As  I  understand  it,  the  con¬ 
ference  report  does  not  adhere  exactly 
to  the  language  as  adopted  by  the  House 


in  this  respect.  The  amendment 
related  to  a  prohibition  of  aid  under  the 
concessional  sales  authority  in  Public 
Law  480  to  any  country  that  trades  with 
North  Vietnam. 

As  I  understand,  the  Senate  version  of 
the  appropriation  bill  did  add  a  clause 
which  would  permit  the  President  to  set 
aside  this  prohibition  if  he  determined 
it  to  be  in  the  national  interest.  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  whether  the 
House  language  was  accepted  in  the 
conference. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  House  supported  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  language  in  the  first  instance,  and 
the  Senate  receded,  accepting  the  House 
language  in  the  conference. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  I  should  like  to  con¬ 
gratulate  the  conferees  on  holding  fast 
on  that  language.  To  me,  even  though 
it  may  be  somewhat  symbolic,  and  per¬ 
haps  would  not  affect  too  many  countries, 
it  certainly  shows  the  determination  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  to  shut  off 
aid  to  any  country  that  does  trade  with 
North  Vietnam. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  also 
a  question  about  amendments  Nos.  48 
and  49,  which  have  to  do  with  Federal 
crop  insurance.  I  notice  that  the 
amount  authorized  that  can  be  paid  from 
premium  income  for  administrative  and 
operating  expenses  was  reduced,  which 
came  as  a  surprise  to  me.  I  would  appre¬ 
ciate  it  if  the  gentleman  could  clarify 
why  this  change  was  made  and  why  the 
appropriation  was  increased  by  about 
$100,000. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  conferences  are  composed  of  two 
groups  that  have  differences  of  view¬ 
point  on  two  different  bills.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  correct  The  amount  of  premium 
income  to  be  used  for  administrative  and 
operating  expenses  is  smaller  than  that 
required  in  the  House  bill,  but  it  is  larger 
than  that  required  in  the  Senate  bill. 
The  difference  between  $4,100,000  and 
$4,150,000  is  not  one  of  the  major  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  two  bodies  in  relation 
to  this  bill. 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  to  include  tables.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  conference  report. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  “ayes”  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present,  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Missouri  objects  to  the  vote  on  the 
ground  that  a  quorum  is  not  present, 
and  evidently  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  325,  nays  28,  not  voting  79, 
as  follows; 


[Roll  No.  238] 
YEAS— 325 


Abbitt 

Flood 

Michel 

Abernethy 

Fogarty 

Miller 

Adair 

Foley 

Mills 

Addabbo 

Fountain 

Minish 

Albert 

Fraser 

Mink 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Frelinghuysen 

Mize 

Anderson, 

Friedel 

Moeller 

Tenn. 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Monagan 

Andrews, 

Fuqua 

Moore 

George  W. 

Gallagher 

Moorhead 

Andrews, 

Garmatz 

Morgan 

Glenn 

Gathings 

Morris 

Andrews, 

Gibbons 

Morse 

N.  Dak. 

Gilligan 

Morton 

Annunzio 

Gonzalez 

Mosher 

Arends 

Grabowski 

Moss 

Ashbrook 

Gray 

Murphy,  Ill. 

Ashmore 

Green,  Oreg. 

Natcher 

Aspinall 

Green,  Pa. 

Nedzi 

Ayres 

Greigg 

Nelsen 

Bandstra 

Grider 

Nix 

Barrett 

Gross 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Bates 

Gubser 

O’Konski 

Battin 

Gurney 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Beckworth 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Olson,  Minn. 

Belcher 

Haley 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Bennett 

Hall 

O'Neill,  Mass. 

Berry 

Hamilton 

Passman 

Betts 

Hanna 

Pelly 

Blatnik 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Pepper 

Bolling 

Hardy 

Perkins 

Bolton 

Harsha 

Philbin 

Bow 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Pickle 

Bray 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Pirnie 

Brooks 

Hawkins 

Poage 

Broomfield 

Hays 

Poff 

Brown,  Calif. 

Hebert 

Pool 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Hechler 

Powell 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Helstoskl 

Price 

Buchanan 

Henderson 

Pucinski 

Burke 

Herlong 

Purcell 

Burleson 

Hicks 

Quie 

Burton,  Calif. 

Holifield 

Quillen 

Burton,  Utah 

Holland 

Race 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Horton 

Randall 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Howard 

Redlin 

Cabell 

Hull 

Rees 

Callan 

Hungate 

Reid,  HI. 

Carter 

Huot 

Reifel 

Casey 

Hutchinson 

Reinecke 

Cederberg 

Ichord 

Reuss 

Chamberlain 

Irwin 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Chelf 

Jarman 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Clark 

Jennings 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Clausen, 

Joelson 

Roberts 

Don  H. 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Robison 

Clawson,  Del 

Johnson,  Okla. 

Rodino 

Cleveland 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Clevenger 

Jonas 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Colmer 

Jones,  Ala. 

Ronan 

Cooley 

Jones,  Mo. 

Roncalio 

Corbett 

Jones,  N.C. 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Culver 

Karsten 

Rosenthal 

Cunningham 

Kastenmeier 

Rostenkowski 

Curtin 

Kee 

Roush 

Daddario 

Keith 

Roybal 

Dague 

King,  Calif. 

Ryan 

Daniels 

King,  Utah 

Satterfield 

Davis,  Wis. 

Kluczynski 

St  Germain 

Dawson 

Kornegay 

Schneebeli 

de  la  Garza 

Krebs 

Schweiker 

Dent 

Kunkel 

Secrest 

Derwinski 

Laird 

Selden 

Devine 

Langen 

Shipley 

Diggs 

Latta 

Shriver 

Dingell 

Leggett 

Sickles 

Dole 

Lennon 

Sikes 

Donohue 

Lipscomb 

Sisk 

Dorn 

Long,  La. 

Skubitz 

Dow 

Long,  Md. 

Slack 

Dowdy 

McCulloch 

Smith,  Iowa 

Downing 

McDade 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Dulski 

McDowell 

Smith,  Va. 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

McFall 

Springer 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

McGrath 

Stafford 

Dwyer 

McVicker 

Staggers 

Dyal 

MacGregor 

Stalbaum 

Edmondson 

Machen 

Stanton 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Mackay 

Steed 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Mackie 

Stephens 

Edwards,  La. 

Madden 

Stubblefield 

Ellsworth 

Mahon 

Sullivan 

Evans,  Colo. 

Mailliard 

Talcott 

Everett 

Marsh 

Taylor 

Fallon 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Farnsley 

Mathias 

Teague,  Tex. 

Farnum 

Matsunaga 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Fascell 

Matthews 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Feighan 

May 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Fisher 

Meeds 

Todd 
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Trimble 

Waggonner 

Whitten 

Tuck 

Waldie 

Widnall 

Tunney 

Walker,  N.  Mex.  WiUiams 

Tupper 

Watkins 

Wilson, 

Udall 

Watson 

Charles  H. 

Ullman 

Watts 

Wright 

Van  Deeriin 

Weltner 

Wyatt 

Vanik 

Whalley 

Yates 

Vigorito 

White,  Tex. 

Young 

Vivian 

Whitener 

Younger 

NAYS — 28 

Bell 

Findley 

McClory 

Brown,  Clar¬ 

Fino 

Minshall 

ence  J.,  Jr. 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Ottinger 

Cameron 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Patten 

Clancy 

Goodell 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Collier 

Grover 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Corman 

Halpern 

Rumsfeld 

Curtis 

Hosmer 

Smith,  Calif. 

Dickinson 

Jacobs 

Utt 

Erlenborn 

Kupferman 

Wydler 

NOT  VOTING— 

-79 

Adams 

Giaimo 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Ashley 

Gilbert 

Patman 

Baring 

Griffiths 

Pike 

Bingham 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Resnick 

Boggs 

Halleck 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Boland 

Hanley 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Brademas 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Roudebush 

Brock 

Hansen,  Wash. 

St.  Onge 

Cahill 

Hathaway 

Saylor 

Callaway 

Karth 

Scheuer 

Carey 

Kelly 

Schisler 

Celler 

Keogh 

Schmidhauser 

Cohelan 

King,  N.Y. 

Scott 

Conable 

Kirwan 

Senner 

Conte 

Landrum 

Stratton 

Conyers 

Love 

Sweeney 

Craley 

McCarthy 

Tenzer 

Cramer 

McEwen 

Thomas 

Davis,  Ga. 

McMillan 

Toll 

Delaney 

Macdonald 

Tuten 

Denton 

Martin,  Ala. 

Walker,  Miss’. 

Evins,  Tenn, 

Martin,  Mass. 

White,  Idaho 

Farbstein 

Morrison 

Willis 

Plynt 

Multer 

Wilson,  Bob 

Ford, 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Wolff 

William  D. 

Murray 

Zablocki 

Gettys 

O’Brien 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 
The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Keogh,  with  Mr.  Brock. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Cahill. 

Mr.  Boggs  with  Mr.  Halleck. 

Mr.  Kirwan  with  Mr.  Cramer. 

Mr.  Rooney  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Conte. 

Mr.  St.  Onge  with  Mr.  Bob  Wilson. 

Mr.  Carey  with  Mr.  Saylor. 

Mr.  Macdonald  with  Mr.  Roudebush. 

Mr.  Delaney  with  Mr.  Conable. 

Mr.  Multer  with  Mr.  King  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Giaimo  with  Mr.  McEwen. 

Mr.  White  of  Idaho  with  Mr.  Martin  of 
Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Gilbert  with  Mr.  Walker  of  Mississippi. 
Mr.  Hathaway  with  Mr.  Callaway. 

Mr.  Tenzer  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Alabama. 

Mr.  Wolff  with  Mrs.  Hansen  of  Washington. 
Mr.  Cohelan  with  Mr.  Conyers. 

Mr.  Parbstein  with  Mr.  William  D.  Ford. 

Mr.  Gettys  with  Mr.  Resnick. 

Mr.  Zablocki  with  Mr.  Willis. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Georgia  with  Mrs.  Kelly. 

Mrs.  Griffiths  with  Mr.  McCarthy. 

Mr.  O’Hara  of  Michigan  with  Mr.  O’Brien. 
Mr.  Pike  with  Mr.  Patman. 

Mr.  Hanley  with  Mr.  McMillan. 

Mr.  Craley  with  Mr.  Ashley. 

Mr.  Bingham  with  Mr.  Adams. 

Mr.  Brademas  with  Mr.  Morrison. 

Mr.  Murphy  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Tuten. 

Mr.  Stratton  with  Mrs.  Thomas. 

Mr.  Landrum  with  Mr.  Plynt. 

Mr.  Hagan  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Hansen  of 
Iowa. 

Mr.  Schisler  with  Mr.  Scheuer. 

Mr.  Senner  with  Mr.  Scott. 

Mr.  Schmidhauser  with  Mr.  Baring. 

Mr.  Karth  with  Mr.  Denton. 

Mr.  Evins  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Toll. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  Alaska  with  Mr.  Sweeney. 

Mr.  Love  with  Mr.  Boland. 


August  2  b,  1966 


Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania  changed 
his  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  COLLIER  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  and  “nay.” 

Mr.  McCLORY  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  and  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  first  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  25:  On  page  17, 
line  23,  after  “1964”  strike  out  “$150,000,000”; 
and 

On  page  18,  strike  out  all  of  lines  1  and  2 
and  insert  “$110,000,000,  and  in  addition 
$30,000,000  appropriated  under  this  head  in 
Public  Law  89-316,  approved  November  2, 
1965,  shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with 
this  appropriation:”. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  25  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  31:  Page  24,  line 
25:  “and  in  addition  $1,375,000  appropriated 
under  this  head  in  the  Second  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act,  1965,  shall  be  transferred 
to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation.”. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Whitten  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  31  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  conference 
report  and  the  several  amendments  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


TRAFFIC  SAFETY  ACT  OF  19^6 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  tf 
Speaker's  table  the  bill  (S.  3005)  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  coordinated  national  safety 
program  and  establishment  of  safety 
ftandards  for  motor  vehicles  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce  to  reduce  accidents  in¬ 
volving  motor  vehicles  and  to  reduce  the 
deaths  and  injuries  occurring  in  such  ac¬ 
cidents,  together  with  House  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  and  insist  on  the  House 
amendments  and  agree  to  the  conference 
requested  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
appoints  the  following  conferees :  Messrs. 
Staggers,  Friedel,  Macdonald,  Moss, 
Dingell,  Rogers  of  Florida,  Springer, 
Younger,  and  Devine. 


AMENDING  THE  ORGANIC  ACT  OF 
GUAM 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  13298)  to 
amend  the  Organic  Act  of  Guam  in  order 
to  authorize  the  legislature  thereof  to 
provide  by  law  for  the  election  of  its 


members  from  election  districts,  with 
Senate  amendments  thereto,  and  concur/ 
in  the  Senate  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  arruflid- 
ments,  as  follows: 

Page  1,  line  10,  after  “members”  iiyr^rt  ",  to 
be  known  as  senators,”. 

Page  3,  line  4,  strike  out  “bill, '/ and  insert 
“Act,”. 

Page  3,  line  8,  after  “provisi/fi,"  insert  “the 
method  of  electing”. 

Page  3,  line  10,  strike  o/ft  “bill.”  and  in¬ 
sert  “Act.” 


there  objection  to 
Sntleman  from  Colo- 


The  SPEAKER, 
the  request  of  the 
rado? 

Mr.  HOSMER/  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  wonder  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from/Colorado  would  explain  to 
the  House/xhe  purport  of  the  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  /fSPINALL.  If  the  gentleman 
from  California  will  yield?  As  the  gen¬ 
tleman  heard,  when  the  amendments 
weye  read,  three  of  them  are  purely  cleri- 
The  other  one  has  to  do  with  the 
'omenclature  used  for  the  members  of 
the  Guam  Legislature.  In  the  Virgin 
Islands  we  have  a  similar  body  there 
known  as  the  senate,  and  the  members  of 
the  other  body  thought  that  the  members 
of  the  Guam  Legislature  should  be  desig¬ 
nated  as  senators  also.  I  know  of  no 
objection  to  this  suggestion. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  recall  when  the  orig¬ 
inal  bill  pertaining  to  the  Virgin  Islands 
was  before  the  Territories  Subcommittee, 
was  the  one  who  offered  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  change  the  designation  of  their 
legislators  to  that  of  senators.  The  basis 
for  that  was  the  fact  that  they  were  paid 
little  in  money  and  they  deserved  some 
other  kind  of  reward,  and  the  title 
seemed  to  fit  the  bill.  I  withdraw  my 
reservation. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
'the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
able. 

INVESTIGATIONS  OF  CERTAIN  WA¬ 
TER  RESOURCE  DEVELOPMENT 

PROPOSALS 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S. 
3034)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  engage  in  feasibility  investi¬ 
gations  of  certam  water  resource  devel¬ 
opment  proposals  and  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  statement  of  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  ol  the  House  be  read 
in  lieu  of  the  reports 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  tfuu-e  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  August 
2,  1966.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ct 
ference  report  which  we  bring  back 
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Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Bill,  1967  (H.R.  14921) 

Corporations — Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1966  and  the  estimates  and  action  taken  on  items  in  the  hill  for  1967 

ADMINISTRATIVE  and  nonadministrative  expenses 
[Limitation  on  amounts  of  corporate  funds  to  be  expended] 


Appropria¬ 
tions,  1966 
(adjusted)  1 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1967 
(as  amended) 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

Conference 

action 

as,  m,  ooo ) 

(IS,  166, 000) 

(U,  1,10, 000) 
(IS,  466, 000) 

($4, 410, 000) 
(IS,  465, 000) 

($4, 410, 000) 
(IS,  465, 000) 

($4, 410, 000) 
(IS,  (65, 000) 

(2S9, 000) 

(986,000) 

(285,  000) 

(285,000) 

(285, 000) 

(1, 976, 000) 
(1,270,000) 
(110, 000) 
(1,075,000) 
(8, 800, 000) 

(9, 0S6, 000) 
(1, 175, 000) 
(110,000) 
(1, 216, 000) 
(9, 100, 000) 

(2, 0S6, 000) 
(1, 175, 000) 
(110, 000) 
(1, 100, 000) 
(9, 081, 000) 

(2, 036, 000) 
(1, 175, 000) 
(110,000) 
(1,200,000) 
(9, 081, 000) 

(2,  OSS,  000) 
(1, 176, 000) 
(110, 000) 
(1, 200, 000) 
(9, 081, 000) 

\  (10,330,300) 
ysi,  860, 000) 

(10, 950, 000) 
(89,  400, 000) 

(10,  500, 000) 
(85, 000, 000) 

(10, 600, 000) 
(85,000,000) 

(10, 500, 000) 
(85, 000, 000) 

(j\405, 000) 
0X00, 000) 

(20,923,000) 
(1, 273, 000) 

(IS,  800, 000 ) 
(/,  19S,  000) 

(18, 800, 000) 
(1, 12S,  000) 

(18, 800, 000). 
(1, 123,  OOW 

(Hi,  se\soo) 

(153, 641, 000) 

(147, 084.  000) 

(147, 184, 000) 

(147,  isyOoo) 

Corporation  or  agency 


Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Bf^ird: 
Administrative  expenses. 
Nonadministrative  expensed 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance  Corpo¬ 
ration. 

Department  of  Housing  and  Url\n  De¬ 
velopment: 

College  housing  loans. 

Public  facility  loans _ 

Revolving  fund  (liquidating  progra 
Housing  for  the  elderly  or  handicapped^ 
Federal  National  Mortgage  Association.' 
Federal  Housing  Administration: 

Administrative  expenses _ 

Nonadministrative  expenses. . 

Public  Housing  Administration: 

Administrative  expenses _ 

Nonadministrative  expenses _ 

Total,  administrative  expenses.. 


i  Includes  pay  supplemental,  19GG. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  insisted  upon  its  amendment  to 
the  bill  (S.  3005)  to  provide  for  a  co¬ 
ordinated  national  safety  program  and 
establishment  of  safety  standards  for 
motor  vehicles  in  interstate  commerce 
to  reduce  accidents  involving  motor  ve¬ 
hicles  and  to  reduce  the  deaths  and  in¬ 
juries  occurring  in  such  accidents,  dis¬ 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate,  agreed  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  that  Mr.  Staggers,  Mr. 
Friedel,  Mr.  Macdonald,  Mr.  Moss,  Mr. 
Dingell,  Mr.  Rogers  of  Florida,  Mr. 
Springer,  Mr.  Younger,  and  Mr.  Devine 
were  appointed  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  at  the  conference. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  13298)  to 
amend  the  Organic  Act  of  Guam  in  order 
to  authorize  the  legislature  thereof  ti 
provide  by  law  for  the  election  of  its 
members  from  election  districts. 

The  message  further  announced/that 
the  House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of 
the  committee  of  conference  oiythe  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate /Co  the  bill 
(H.R.  14596)  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  re¬ 
lated  agencies  for  the  fiircal  year  ending 
June  30,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes; 
that  the  House  receded  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  25  and/61  to  the  bill,  and  con¬ 
curred  therein. 

The  messagp' also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  sit  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes/ of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
3034)  Jto  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  engage  in  feasibility  investi¬ 
gations  of  certain  water  resource  de¬ 
velopment  proposals. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1967— CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  14596)  making 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  and  for 
other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  Aug.  23,  1966,  Congressional 
Record,  p.  19471.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
''the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  report  on  the  details  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  agreement.  It  was  agreed  to  unan¬ 
imously  and  Was  signed  by  all  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  of  both  Houses. 

The  full  text  of  the  conference  report 
and  the  statement  of  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  appear  in  the 
Congressional  Record  of  August  23, 
1966,  beginning  on  page  19471. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  final  agree¬ 
ment  reached  upon  the  54  separate 
amendments  which  embodied  numerous 
individual  projects  and  activities  was  ar¬ 
rived  at  in  one  long  session  of  the  con¬ 
ference  committee. 

Mr.  President,  the  number  of  54  sepa¬ 
rate  amendments  might  be  misleading 
because  some  of  them  involved  as  many 
as  2  or  3  dozen  separate  projects  on  which 
there  were  differences  between  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  action. 


At  this  time  I  wish  to  pay  my  respects 
to  all  of  the  members  of  the  conference 
committee.  Present  in  the  Chamber  is 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Senate  conferees,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young] 
who  with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  represented 
the  minority  Members  of  the  Senate. 
The  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  and  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  and  I  as  chairman  of  the 
Agricultural  Subcommittee  represented 
the  majority  for  the  Senate  conferees. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  grateful  to  report 
that  all  five  Senate  conferees  were  pres¬ 
ent  for  the  entire  conference.  This  is 
most  unusual,  and  I  am  proud  and  happy 
to  report  that  fact  to  the  Senate. 

The  conference  bill  totals  $6,994,590,- 
150.  This  is  $613,141,650  over  the  1966 
appropriation,  $69,753,150  under  the 
Senate  bill,  $28,347,850  under  the  esti¬ 
mates,  and  $118,563,150  over  the  House 
bill. 

The  net  increase  over  the  1966  appro¬ 
priation  is  largely  due  to  an  increase  in 
the  reimbursement  appropriation  to  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  repair 
the  capital  structure  of  the  Corporation 
for  losses  incurred  in  prior  years.  The 
conference  bill  provides  $3,855  million  for 
this  purpose.  This  is  the  amount  re¬ 
quested  in  the  budget  estimate.  Except 
for  the  losses  incurred  in  fiscal  year  1966, 
the  only  outstanding  amount  not  re¬ 
imbursed  is  the  balance  from  fiscal  1961 
in  the  amount  of  $1,057  million.  It  is 
expected  that  the  budget  estimate  for 
fiscal  1968  will  include  this  amount  in 
addition  to  the  full  loss  incurred  in  fiscal 
1966,  so  the  status  of  the  Corporation 
will  be  brought  up  to  date  as  intended  by 
Public  Law  87-155,  approved  August  17, 
1961,  which  authorizes  reimbursement 
appropriations  for  repair  of  CCC  capital 
structure  for  losses  incurred  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of  authorized  programs. 
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I  am  particularly  happy  to  report  the 
progress  made  on  this  matter,  because 
the  Senate  committee  has  been  actively 
insistent  for  several  years  upon  bringing 
the  fiscal  condition  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  to  a  more  current 
basis,  so  that  citizens  generally  may  know 
more  about  the  operation  of  this  Corpo¬ 
ration,  and  so  that  the  Corporation  re¬ 
ports  will  correctly  reflect  its  operations. 

The  conference  committee  agreed  to 
the  Senate  position  in  regard  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  misuse  of  funds  by  transfer  from 
section  32,  as  proposed  in  the  budget  es¬ 
timates,  for  funding  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  for  1967. 

The  record  is  abundantly  clear  that 
the  food  stamp  program  is  considered  to 
be  and  is  classified  as  a  welfare  activity, 
and  not  as  a  part  of  the  agricultural 
price  support  or  related  program  activi¬ 
ties.  In  spite  of  this  fact,  the  budget  for 
fiscal  1967  proposed  that  the  expenses  for 
administration  of  the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  amount  of  $150  million  be 
financed  by  transfer  from  section  32. 
The  Senate  did  not  approve  this  abuse  of 
the  use  of  section  32  and  appropriated  a 
total  of  $140  million  for  the  expenses  of 
the  food  stamp  program.  This  is  twice 
as  much  as  the  Department  was  able  to 
spend  in  fiscal  1966.  The  appropriation, 
as  passed  by  the  Senate  for  this  activity, 
was  comprised  of  $110  million  by  appro¬ 
priation  from  general  revenue  funds  and 
$30  million  reappropriation  of  unex¬ 
pended  funds.  I  am  pleased  to  report 
that  the  conference  committee  agreed 
with  the  Senate  view  in  this  regard  and 
sincerely  hope  that  the  budget  estimate 
for  ensuing  fiscal  years  will  be  in  accord-  - 
ance  with  subsection  16(d)  of  the  Food 
Stamp  Act. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  this  section  from  the  act  be 
included  In  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  section 
of  the  act  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Amounts  expended  under  the  authority  of 
this  Act  shall  not  he  considered  amounts  ex¬ 


pended  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
agricultural  price -support  program  and  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
shall  be  considered,  for  the  purpose  of 
budget  presentations,  to  relate  to  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Government  concerned  with 
welfare. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Similarly,  it  is  ex¬ 
pected  that  in  future  years  the  expenses 
of  the  special  milk  program  will  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Congress  as  a  regular  ap¬ 
propriation,  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  Public  Law  88-573,  approved 
September  2,  1964.  That  act  provided 
that  the  financing  of  the  expenses  of  the 
special  milk  program  would  be  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  basic  legislation 
which  authorized  regular  appropriation 
rather  than  the  use  of  funds  available  by 
transfer  from  section  32. 

Mr.  President,  the  conference  report, 
as  printed  in  the  Record  beginning  on 
page  19471  contains  considerable  detail1 
in  regard  to  each  of  the  many  items 
therein  and  of  interest  to  Members  of 
the  Senate.  In  addition,  I  intend  to  offer 
for  the  Record  a  comparative  table  of 
appropriations  which  shows  the  figures 
for  each  appropriation  item  as  it  pro¬ 
gressed  through  the  Congress. 

Unless  Senators  have  questions,  I  now 
yield  to  my  distinguished  friend,  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota,  the  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  the  committee, 
who  has  been  so  indispensable  in  the 
development  of  this  bill  and  in  all  stages 
of  its  passage  to  this  point. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Florida  for  his  very 
gracious  comments. 

This  was  not  an  easy  bill  to  handle. 
I  have  been  the  ranking  Republican 
member  of  this  committee  for  about  18 
years.  Some  years  ago — it  seems  like  a 
long  while  ago — when  the  Republicans 
were  in  control  of  the  Senate,  I  was 
chairman  of  this  committee  for  about  2 
years. 

I  believe  this  bill  handled  exceedingly 
well  by  its  chairman,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida.  It  took  the  short¬ 
est  amount  of  time  in  conference  this 


year  than  in  any  other  year  I  have  served 
on  this  committee. 

There  was  the  finest  kind  of  coopera¬ 
tion  between  the  staff  members  and  all 
the  conferees.  The  Senator  from  Florida 
has  well  stated  that  all  the  conferees 
signed  this  report  and  fully  approved  it. 

With  the  difficult  handicap  of  severe 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  cuts,  we  were  able 
to  restore  those  deep  cuts  in  important 
programs,  such  as  the  special  school  milk 
program,  the  school  lunch  program,  ag¬ 
ricultural  research,  and  many  other  pro¬ 
gram,  and  we  were  still  able  to  come 
out  with  a  budget  of  some  $28  million 
under  the  budget  estimate. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  hope  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  add  to  his  list,  which  has  been 
so  accurately  stated,  the  Agricultural 
Extension  Service,  which  we  also  restored 
to  a  more  adequate  condition  in  spite 
of  heavy  budgetary  limitations. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  am 
sure  that  the  Senator  from  Florida  will 
insert  all  these  figures  in  the  Record.  I 
think  it  is  in  the  table. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  unless  there  are  ques¬ 
tions  from  Members,  I  now  move  that  the 
conference  report  be  adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
have,  for  submission  in  the  Record,  the 
compilation  showing  the  various  items 
in  this  very  large  bill,  by  way  of  con¬ 
trast  between  budget  amounts,  House 
action,  Senate  action,  and  conference 
action,  and  compared  with  appropria¬ 
tions  for  last  year,  1966.  I  ask  that  the 
compilation  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com¬ 
pilation  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1966  and  estimates  and  amounts  recommended  in  bill  for  1967 


Item 

Appropri¬ 
ations,  1966 
(adjusted)1 

Budget 

estimates, 

1967 

House  bill, 
1967 

Senate  bill, 
1967 

Conference 

allowance, 

1967 

Conference  bill  (+)  or  (— ) — 

Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1967 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

TITLE  I — GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 

Agricultural  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses: 

Research _  _ 

2  $125, 959, 000 

75, 547, 000 

2  $107, 980, 000 

69, 748, 000 

2  $120, 673, 000 

76,  764, 000 

2  $123, 844, 600 

81, 493, 200 

2  $123, 402, 500 

80,263,900 

+$15, 422,  500 

+10, 615, 900 

+$2,  729,  500 

+3, 499, 900 

-$442, 100 

-1,243,  300 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and 
pest  control _  _______ 

Subtotal . 

2 201, 506, 000 

3,000,000 

2  177, 728, 000 

(*) 

2  197, 437, 000 

3, 000, 000 

2  205, 342, 800 

6, 000, 000 

2  203,  666,  400 

4,  500, 000 

+25,  938, 400 

+4, 500, 000 

+6,229,400 

+1,  500, 000 

—1,  676,  900 

-1,500,000 

Special  foreign  currency  research  pro¬ 
gram _ 

Total,  Agricultural  Research 
'Service . . . . . 

204,  506,  000 

177,  728,  000 

200,  437,  000 

211,342, 800 

208, 166,  400 

+30, 438, 400 

+7,  729,  400 

-3, 176,  400 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service: 
Payments  and  expenses . . 

•  54, 827, 000 

47, 740, 000 

66,227,000 

60,  740,  000 

68, 740,  000 

+11, 000, 000 

+3,  513,  000 

-2,  000,  000 

Extension  Service' 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico. 
Retirement  costs  for  extension  agents. 
Penalty  mail . . . 

76,  600,  000 
7,  857, 000 
3, 113,  000 
2, 665, 000 

76, 917, 600 
8, 139, 500 
3,113,000 
3,  064,  000 

75, 917, 600 
8, 139,  600 
3, 113, 000 
2,  664, 000 

78, 917, 500 
8, 139,  600 
3, 113, 000 
2, 664,  000 

78, 917, 600 
8, 139, 500 
3, 113,  000 
2, 654, 000 

+3, 000, 000 

+3, 000, 000 

Federal  Extension  Service . 

-400,  000 

Total,  Extension  Service . 

89, 136, 000 
1, 167, 000 

90,224,000 
1, 175,  000 

89,824,000 

1,176,000 

92,824,000 

1,176,000 

92, 824, 000 

1, 175, 000 

+2, 600, 000 

+3,  000,  000 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service . 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Item 


TITLE  I — GENERAL  ACTIVITIES— Con. 

Soil  Conservation  Service: 

Conservation  operations . . 

Watershed  planning _ 

Watershed  protection _ 

Flood '  prevention _ 

Great  Plains  conservation  program.. 
Resource  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment _ _ _ 


Total,  Soil  Conservation  Service 
Economic  Research  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ _ 

Statistical  Reporting  Servioe: 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . 


Appropri¬ 
ations,  I960 
(adjusted)1 


$108,  802,  000 
5,  853,  000 
66,331,000 
25,  571,  000 
16,  082,  000 

4, 347,  000 


Consumer  and  Marketing  Service: 

Consumer  protective,  marketing, 

and  regulatory  programs _ 

Payments  to  States  and  possessions. 

Special  milk  program _ 

School  lunch  program _ 

Food  stamp  program _ _ 


Total,  Consumer  and  Marketing 

Service - - - 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service: 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 

Commodity  Exchange  Authority . ... 


Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service: 

Expenses,  Agricultural  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service: 

By  appropriation _ 

Sugar  Act  program - 

Agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram _ 

Appalachianrogion  conservation  pro¬ 
gram _ 

Cropland  conversion  program _ 

Cropland  adjustment  program _ 

Conservation  reserve  program . 

Emergency  conservation  measures _ 

Total,  Agricultural  Stabilization 

and  Conservation  Service _ 

Rural  Community  Development  Service 

Office  of  Inspector  General _ 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Act _ 

Office  of  General  Counsel _ 

Office  of  Information _ 

National  Agricultural  Library: 

Salaries  and  expenses . . . 

Library  facilities _ 

Office  Management  Services _ 

General  administration _ 


Total,  title  I,  general  activities... 

TITLE  n — CREDIT  AGENCIES 

Rural  Electrification  Administration: 
Loan  authorizations: 

Electrification _ 

Telephone . . 


Total,  loan  authorizations.. 


Salaries  and  expenses. 


Total,  Rural  Electrification  Ad¬ 
ministration _ 


Farmers  Home  Administration: 
Direct  loan  account: 

Real  estate  loans . 

Operating  loans _ 


Total,  direct  loan  account - 

Rural  water  and  waste  disposal 

grants _ _ 

Rural  housing  direct  loan  account... 

Rural  housing  insurance  fund _ 

Rural  housing  grants . . — 

Rural  housing  for  domestic  farm 

labor _ _ 

Rural  renewal _ 

Salaries  and  expenses _ 


Total,  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration _ 


Total,  title  II,  credit  agencies: 

Loan  authorizations _ 

Direct  appropriation _ 


226,986,000 
11, 782,  000 
14, 067,  000 


77, 654,  000 
1, 750,  000 
103,  000,  000 
•  157,000,000 
»  79, 992,  000 


419, 396,  000 

11  20, 752,  000 
1, 197,  000 


‘2  126,  278,  500 

6,000,000 

220,000,000 


7, 500,  000 


146,  000,  000 
24,  000,  000 


618,  778,  600 
637,000 
10,  613,  000 

2,  400,  000 
4,  286,  000 
1,  915,  000 

1,  735,  000 
7,000,000 
2,542,000 

3,  928,  000 


1, 697, 649,  500 


11  (365, 000, 000) 
«  (97, 000, 000) 


(462,  000, 000) 


12,  202,  000 


12,  202,  000 


(75, 000, 
«•  (300,  000, 


000) 

000) 


(375,  000, 000) 


20,000, 

2,500, 

100,000, 


3,000, 
1,200, 
«  49, 661, 


176, 361, 000 


(837, 000, 000) 
188, 663, 000 


Budget 

estimates, 

1967 


$109, 020, 000 
6, 397, 000 
66,  569,  000 
25, 654,  000 
16, 112,  000 

4, 574, 000 


228, 316,  000 
12, 547, 000 
13, 434,  000 


•83, 961,000 
1, 750,  000 
21,  000,  000 
•  138,  000,  000 
(“> 


244, 711,  000 

11  21,379,000 
1, 398,  000 


«  135,  891,  000 
80,  000,  000 

220, 000, 000 

4, 375,  000 
10,  000,  000 
200,000,000 
143,  000,  000 
5,000,000 


798,  266,  000 

3,  468,  000 
11,602,000 

2,  604,  000 

4,  325,  000 
1, 826,  000 

2,  501,  000 


2, 687,  000 
3,  959,  000 


1,  669,  890,  000 


(220,  000,  000) 

(85,  000,  000) 


(305, 000,  000) 


12,  202,  000 


'  12,  202,  000 


I 

'«  (97, 100, 
«  (300,  000, 


000) 

000) 


(397, 100, 000) 

26,000,000 

(») 


4,000,000 


3,000, 

1,200, 

51,600, 


000 

000 

000 


85, 800, 000 


(702, 100, 000) 
98,002,000 


House  bill, 
1967 


$109,235,000 
6, 142, 000 
67,  020,  000 
25, 654,  000 
16, 112,  000 

4,  347,  000 


228,  510,  000 
12, 032, 000 
13, 272,  000 


82, 757,  000 
1, 750, 000 
1  50,  000,  000 
•  157,  000,  000 
(.0) 


291, 507, 000 

11  21, 088, 000 
1, 398, 000 


»  128,  558,  000 
80, 000, 000 

220,  000,  000 

2, 200,  000 
7,  500,  000 
90,  000,  000 
140,  000,  000 
5,000,000 


673,  258,  000 
637,000 
11,254,000 
2,  400,  000 
4,  325,  000 
1,  826,  000 

2, 147,  000 


2,  600,  000 
3,  959,  000 


1,  616, 876,  000 


«  (365,  000,  000) 
11  (97,  000,  000) 


(462, ,000,  000) 


12,  202,  000 


12,  202,  000 


(90,  000,  000) 
1«  (300, 000,  000) 


(390, 000, 000) 

26,000,000 

(») 


3,  000,000 
1,200,000 
«  51,  057, 000 


81,  257, 000 


(852,000,000) 
93, 469,  000 


Senate  bill, 
1967 


$109,235,000 
6,142,000 
70, 000, 000 
25, 654, 000 
18, 500,  000 

4,  574,  000 


234, 105,  000 
12, 182, 000 
13, 575,  000 


83, 881, 000 
1, 760, 000 
7  105,  000,  000 
'  169,  600,  000 
10  110,  000,  000 


470, 131, 000 

11  21, 349,  000 
1, 398,  000 


13  130, 424,  500 
80,  000,  000 

220,  000,  000 

3,000,000 
10,  000,  000 
50,000,000 
140,  000,  000 
5,  000,000 


638, 424,  500 
2,  600,  000 
11,  254,  000 
2,  604,  000 
4,  325.  000 

1,  851,  000 

2,  501,  000 


2,  609,  000 

3,  959,  000 


1, 188,  840,  300 


is  (375, 000, 000) 
17  (117, 000, 000) 


(492, 000, 000) 


12, 302, 000 


12, 302, 000 


(90,  000, 000) 
M  (360,  000,  000) 


(440,  000, 000) 

26,000,000 

(SO) 


3,000,000 
1,200,000 
«  61, 000, 000 


81,200,000 


(932,000,000) 

93,602,000 


Conference 

allowance, 

1967 


$109, 235, 000 
6, 142, 000 
70,  000,  000 
25,  654,  000 
18,  500,  000 

4, 574, 000 


234, 105,  000 
12, 132,  000 
13, 511, 750 


83, 881,  000 
1,  750,  000 
7  61,  000,  000 
'  165, 855,  000 
»•  110,  000,  000 


412, 486,  000 

“  21, 218,  500 
1,  398,  000 


••  128,  558,  000 
80,  000,  000 

220,000,000 

3,000,000 
7, 500,  000 
50, 000,  000 
140,  000,  000 
6,  000,  000 


634, 058, 000 
637,000 
11,  254,  000 
2,  502,  000 
4,  325,  000 

1,  851,  000 

2,  412,  500 


2,  600,  000 
3,  959,  000 


1,  719, 355, 150 


>•  (375,  000,  000) 
17  (117, 000, 000) 


(492, 000, 000) 


12,  202, 000 


12, 202, 000 


(90,  000,  000) 
»  (360,  000,  000) 


(440, 000, 000) 
26,009,000 

(SO) 


3, 000, 000 
1,200,000 
»  51, 057, 000 


81, 257, 000 


93?,  000, 000 
93, 459, 000 


Conference  bill  (+)  or  (— )- 


Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1967 


$+215, 000 
-255,  000 
+3,  441,  000 


+2, 388, 000 


+5, 789, 000 
-415,  000 
+77, 750 


-80,000 


+30, 000,  000 
+27, 865,  000 
+110,000,000 


+167, 775,  000 
-160, 500 


-7, 333,  000 


-1, 375,  000 
-2,  500,  000 
-150,  000,  000 
-3,  000,  000 


-164,  208,  000 
-2,831,000 
-348,  000 
-102,  000 


+25,000 

-88,500 


-87,000 


+49, 465, 150 


(+155,  000, 000) 
(+32, 000,  000) 


(187, 000, 000) 


(-7, 100, 000) 
(+50, 000,  000) 


(+42, 900,  000) 


-4,  000,  000 


(-543,000) 


-4, 543,  000 


(+229,  900,  000) 
-4,  543, 000 


House  bill 


+$2, 980,  000 


+2,  388,  000 
+227,000 


+5,  595,  000 
+100,000 
+239,  750 


+1, 124,  000 


+1,  000,  000 
+8, 855,  000 
+110,  000,  000 


+120, 979,  000 
+130,  500 


+800,000 

-io^ooaooo 


+39,  200, 000 


+102, 000 
"+25,000 
+265,500 


+102,  479, 150 


(+10, 000,  000) 

(+20, 000,  OOU) 


(+30,  000, 000) 


(+60,  000,  000) 


(+50, 000, 000) 


(80, 000, 000) 


Senate  bill 


— $50, 000 
-63, 250 


-54, 000, 000 
-3, 645, 000 


-57, 645, 000 
-130, 500 


-1, 866,  500 


-2,  500,  000 


-4, 366, 500 
-1, 863, 000 


-102,000 


-88,600 


-69, 486, 150 


-100,000 


-100,000 


(+57,000) 


+57,000 


-43,000 


Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Comparative  statement  of  appropriations  for  1966  and  estimates  and  amounts  recommended  in  Ml  for  1967—  Continued 


Item 


TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation: 
Administrative  and  operating  ex¬ 
penses: 

Appropriation - 

Premium  income - - - - 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Reimbursement  lor  net  realized 

losses  _ ... - - - — - 

Limitation  on  administrative  ex¬ 


penses — 

Public  Law  480 . — - - - 

International  Wheat  Agreement.,, - ---. 

Bartered  materials  for  supplemental 
stockpile— - - 

Total,  title  III,  corporations . 

TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 

Farm  Credit  Administration: 

Limitation  on  administrative  ex¬ 


penses - - - 

National  Commission  on  Food  Market- 


jjjpr  _ _  - 

National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food 
and  Fiber - - 


Appropri¬ 
ations,  1966 
(adjusted)  ‘ 


$8, 192, 000 
(4,  000,  000) 


2, 800, 000,  000 

(36, 650,  000) 
1, 658,  000,  000 
27,  544,  000 


Budget 

estimates, 

1967 


4, 493,  736,  000 


(3,  018, 000) 
1,500,000 


$8,  546, 000 
(4, 000, 000) 


3,  555, 855,  000 

(34, 300, 000) 
1,617,000,000 
60,  000,  000 

13,  000,  000 


5, 254, 401,  000 


House  bill, 
1967 


Senate  bill, 
1967 


$8,342,000 
(4, 150,  000) 


3,  500,  000,  000 

(34, 300,  000) 
1,617,  000,000 
40,  000,  000 


Total,  title  IV,  related  agencies. ... 


Total  appropriations:  . 

Title  I— General  activities. . 
Title  II— Credit  agencies.—. 

Title  III— Corporations - 

Title  IV— Related  agencies. 


Grand  total- 


1,  500, 000 


1, 697, 649, 500 
188,  563,  000 
4, 493,  736,  000 
1,  500,  000 


6,381,448,600 


(3,  032, 000) 


645,000 


645,000 


1, 669, 890, 000 
98,  002,  000 
6,254, 401,000 
645,000 


7, 022, 938, 000 


5, 165,  342,  000 


$8,  646,  000 
(4,  000,  000) 


3, 555, 855, 000 

(34, 300, 000) 
1, 617,  000,  000 


5, 181, 401,  000 


(3, 032, 000)  (3, 032, 000) 


350,000 


350, 000 


1, 616, 876, 000 
93,  459,  000 
6, 165, 342,  000 
350,000 


6, 876, 027,  000 


600,000 


600,000 


1,  788, 840, 300 
93, 602,  000 
5,181,401,000 
600,000 


7, 064, 343, 300 


Conference 

allowance, 

1967 


$8, 446,  000 
(4, 100,  000) 


3,  555,  855,  000 

(34, 300, 000) 
1, 617, 000, 000 


6, 181, 301,  000 


(3, 032,  000) 


475, 000 


475,000 


1,719,355,150 
93,  459,  000 
5, 181, 301,  000 
475,  000 


6, 994, 590, 150 


Conference  bill  (+)  or  (— )- 


Budget  esti¬ 
mates,  1967 


-$100,000 
(+100,  000) 


-60,  000,  000 
-13, 000,  000 


-73,  100,000 


-170,  000 


-170,  000 


+49,  465, 150 
-4,  543,  000 
-73, 100,  000 
-170,000 


-28,347,850 


House  bill 


Senate  bill 


+$104,  000 
(-50, 000) 


+55,  855,  000 


-40, 000,  000 


+15, 959, 000 


+125,  000 


-$100,  000 
(+100,000) 


-100,000 


+125,  000 


+102, 479, 150 


+15, 959,  000 
+125,000 


+118,  563, 150 


-125,000 


-125,  000 


-69,  485, 150 
-43,  000 
-100,  000 
-125,  000 


-69,  753, 150 


*  iS  addition,  a  transfer  and  merger  of  $18,100,000  from  sec  32  funds  was  autliomed 
in  1966  Transfer  of  $25,000,000  from  sec.  32  funds  requested  and  f°r  ™67- 

Conference  limited  future  budgets  estimates  for  transfers  from  sec.  32  to  $15,000,000. 

8  In  addition,  reappropriation  of  $2,000,000  proposed  and  approved  for  special  fund. 
<  Proposed  deletion  of  dollar  appropriation  and  insertion  of  language  to  authorize 
use  of  specific  foreign  currencies  ($23,788,000  equivalent). 

6  In  addition,  $400,000  transferred  from  sec.  32  funds.  ,  , T  on  cm 

6  Amended  by  S.  Doc.  98  in  the  amount  of  $300,000  for  expenses  of  Public  Law  89-502, 

a'3i'lnad<di'tion,  $53,000,000  transfer  from  sec.  32  funds  authorized  by  House,  but  changed 
to  direct  appropriation  by  the  Senate  and  the  conference-adopted  House  provision. 

« In  addition,  $45,000,000  transfer  from  sec.  32  fiinds  provided, 
t  in  addition,  a  reappropriation  of  $20,000,000  of  prior  year  funds  authorized. 
i°  1967  budget  proposal  to  transfer  $150,000,000  from  sec.  32  funds  approved  by  House 
and  changed  by  Senate  and  adopted  by  conference  to  $110,000,000  direct  appropriation, 

P'n ^addition ^transfer 'of  $3+ 17,000  from  sec.  32  funds  requested  and  approved. 


n  In  addition,  transfer  of  $87,495,000  from  CCC  fund  authorized, 
u  In  addition,  transfer  of  $77,545,000  from  CCC  fund  requested  in  budget  and 
$75,803,600  approved  by  House  and  increased  to  $77,545,000  by  Senate.  Conference 
adopted  House  figure.  . 

11  Includes  $60,000,000  reserve  authorization.  .  .  .  .  ,  .  .. 

it  Includes  $72,500,000  reserve  authorization  inserted  by  House  but  stricken  by  the 
Senate,  and  the  conference  adopted  $30,000,000  reserve  authorization. 

>•  Includes  $15,000,000  reserve  authorization.  ,  .  ,  .  .  ,  _.a 

U  Includes  $6,000,000  reserve  authorizatiomnserted  by  House  but  stricken  by  Senate, 
and  the  conference  adopted  $15,000,000  reserve  authorization, 
it  Includes  estimate  of  $7,100,000  for  soil  and  water  loans  for  Appalachia, 
it  Includes  $50,000,000  reserve  authorization  approved  by  House  but  stricken  by 
Senate,  and  the  conference  approved  $25,000,000  reserve  authorization. 

so  Authorization  of  $15,000,000  to  be  used  from  funds  deposited  in  the  rural  housing 
direct  loan  account  approved. 

«  In  addition,  not  to  exceed  $500,000  of  the  funds  from  the  various  programs  ad¬ 
ministered  by  this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  for  temporary 
field  employment,  plus  $2,250,000  transfer  from  insurance  fund. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  this  is  the  first  time  I  have 
ever  handled  this  bill  when  there  were 
not  House  amendments  to  propose  at  this 
time,  which  is  another  evidence  of  the 
amicable  way  in  which  this  conference 
worked  out. 

I  thank  the  Chair  for  its  courtesy. 


HIGH  INTEREST  RATES  AND 
COST  OP  LIVING 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  to©  dis¬ 
appointed  that,  in  his  press  coherence 
today,  President  Johnson  did'  not  in¬ 
dicate  a  will  for  the  hard  decisions  and 
firm  action  necessary  to  stop  the  dam¬ 
aging  spiral  in  interest  rates  and  to  curb 
the  rise  in  the  cost  of  . 

This  was  the  more /disappointing  be¬ 
cause  Johnson  interest  rates,  already 
higher  than  Hooyfer  rates,  went  still 
higher  yesterday. 

The  interest/rate  on  automobiles  to 
dealers  was  hfereased  yesterday  by  the 
General  Motors  Acceptance  Corp.  and 
the  New  York  banks. 

The  profits  of  General  Motors  and  of 
GMAC/uo  not  indicate  a  pressing  need 
for  a R  increase  in  the  interest  rate  for 
dealers.  The  premium  at  which  stock 
hypig  New  York  banks  is  sold  does  not 


reflect  a  pirnGi  on  profits.  Furthertnore, 
the  excusa/that  they  raised  interest  rsRes 
in  order  Jeo  ration  credit  simply  does  not 
hold  TOfxer. 

Automobile  dealers  must  continue  to 
caiyy  an  inventory  They  have  little 
choice  in  the  matter  if  they  are  to  stay 
business.  The  big  three  motor  com¬ 
panies  continue  to  ship  cars  to  them  and 
‘require  them  to  keep  the  cars  on  their 
floors  in  order  to  retain  their  dealer¬ 
ships. 

This  kind  of  interest  rate  increase 
adds  still  further  to  the  cost  of  the  auto¬ 
mobile  that  the  working  man  and 
women  must  buy.  When  the  purchaser 
must  finance  his  car  on  the  installment 
plan,  the  added  burden  of  high  interest 
rates  continues  to  mount.  This  in¬ 
creases  the  cost  of  living.  This  kind  of 
interest  rate  increase  is  inflationary. 

On  page  14  of  yesterday’s  Wall  Street 
Journal,  I  find  that  secured  notes  are 
advertised  at  as  high  as  8V4  percent 
interest. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  advised  by  people 
whose  judgment  and  knowledge  I  re¬ 
spect  that  credit  availability  is  reaching 
near  panic  proportions  in  some  areas. 
Yet,  President  Johnson  today  was  al¬ 
most  entirely  negative  as  to  programs  to 
alleviate  this  damaging  situation. 


To  cite  another  instance,  on  yesterday 
a  young  lawyer  from  Nashville,  Tenn., 
Jack  Robinson,  was  in  Washington  with 
respect  to  a  ruling  on  the  sale  of  bonds 
for  the  city  of  Nashville. 

These  bonds  are  entirely  tax  exempt. 

,  they  were  sold  at  an  interest  rate  of 
^percent.  A  city  like  Nashville  may 
filing  and  able  to  undertake  the 
financing  of  community  improvement  at 
rates  or\interest  such  as  this.  However, 
thousands  of  cities  and  counties  across 
our  countW  are  delaying  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  needed  community  facilities  be¬ 
cause  of  the N^xhorbitant  interest  rates 
that  prevail  tc 

In  the  meantime,  what  has  happened 
to  the  small  investor  who  put  his  money 
in  Government  bonds?  Government 
bonds  were  bid  yestihfiay  for  as  low  as 
$79.20  on  the  hundreds  A  small  busi¬ 
nessman,  a  retired  perslm,  or  any  per¬ 
son  who  put  some  furrtte  into  these 
bonds,  and  who  must  now  bash  them  in 
order  to  meet  current  needs,  \aces  a  loss 
of  $208  on  every  $1,000  that  lN  invested 
in  U.S.  Government  bonds. 

I  respectfully  suggest,  Mr. 
that  it  is  time  for  all  Senators,  all  V>n- 
gressmen,  and  all  representatives  of  \he 
people  to  make  their  sentiments,  the 
views,  and  their  suggestions  known. 


Public  Law  89-556 
89th  Congress,  H.  R.  14596 
September  7,  1966 

an  act 

Making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 15)67.  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  Ainerica  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  following 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1967,  and  for  other  purposes; 
namely : 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
TITLE  I — GENERAL  ACTIVITIES 
Agricultural  Research  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  perform  agricultural  research  relating 
to  production,  utilization,  marketing,  nutrition  and  consumer  use, 
to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and  plant  and  animal  diseases,  and  to 
perform  related  inspection,  quarantine  and  regulatory  work:  Pro¬ 
vided^  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  for  field  em¬ 
ployment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall 
be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further.  That  appropriations  here¬ 
under  shall  be  available  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  aircraft 
and  the  purchase  of  not  exceed  two  for  replacement  only :  Provided 
further .  That  appropriations  hereunder  shall  be  available  pursuant 
to  title  5,  United  States  Code,  section  565a,  for  the  construction,  altera¬ 
tion,  and  repair  of  buildings  and  improvements,  but  unless  otherwise 
provided,  the  cost  of  constructing  any  one  building  (except  headhouses 
connecting  greenhouses)  shall  not  exceed  $20,000,  except  for  six  build¬ 
ings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $45,000  each, 
\d  the  cost  of  altering  any  one  building  during  the  fiscal  year  shall 
c  exceed  $7,500  or  7.5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  building,  which¬ 
ever  is  greater:  Provided  further ,  That  the  limitations  on  alterations 
contained  in  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  a  total  of  $100,000  for  facili¬ 
ties  at  Beltsville,  Maryland: 

Research:  For  research  and  demonstrations  on  the  production  and 
utilization  of  agricultural  products;  agricultural  marketing  and  dis¬ 
tribution,  not  otherwise  provided  for;  home  economics  or  nutrition 
and  consumer  use  of  agricultural  and  associated  products;  and 
related  research  and  services;  and  for  acquisition  of  land  by  dona¬ 
tion,  exchange,  or  purchase  at  a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100; 
$123,402,500,  and  in  addition  not  to  exceed  $25,000,000  from  funds 
available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,* pursuant  to 
Public  Law  88-250  shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation,  of  which  $11,169,000  shall  remain  available  until  expended 
for  construction  and  improvement  of  facilities  without  regard  to 
limitations  contained  herein,  and  $4,580,200  shall  be  used  to  continue- 
research  activities  scheduled  for  reduction  or  elimination  in  fiscal  years 
1966  and  1967 :  Provided ,  That  the  limitations  contained  herein  shall 
not  apply  to  replacement  of  buildings  needed  to  carry  out  the  Act  of 
April  24,  1948  (21  U.S.C.  113a)  :  Provided  further ,  That  none  of  the 
funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  formulate  a  budget 
estimate  for  fiscal  1968  of  more  than  $15,000,000  for  research  to  be 
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financed  by  transfer  from  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act 
of  August  24, 1935,  and  pursuant  to  Public  Law  88-25 ; 

Plant  and  animal  disease  and  pest  control :  F or  operat  ions  and  meas¬ 
ures,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  control  and  eradicate  pests  and 
plant  and  animal  diseases  and  for  carrying  out  assigned  inspection, 
quarantine,  and  regulatory  activities,  as  authorized  by  law,  including 
expenses  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  February  28,  1947,  as  amended  (21 
U.S.C.  114b-c),  $80,263,900  of  which  $1,500,000  shall  be  apportioned 
for  use  pursuant  to  section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
for  the  control  of  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant  diseases  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  meet  emergency  conditions :  Provided ,  That  no  funds  shall 
be  used  to  formulate  or  administer  a  brucellosis  eradication  program 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  that  does  not  require  minimum  matching 
by  any  State  of  at  least  40  per  centum :  Provided  further ,  That,  in  ad¬ 
dition,  in  emergencies  which  threaten  the  livestock  or  poultry  indus¬ 
tries  of  the  country,  the  Secretary  may  transfer  from  other  appropria¬ 
tions  or  funds  available  to  the  agencies  or  corporations  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  such  sums  as  he  may  deem  necessary,  to  be  available  only  in  such 
emergencies  for  the  arrest  and  eradication  of  foot-and-mouth  disea/^l 
rinderpest,  contagious  pleuropneumonia,  or  other  contagious  or  k 
fectious  diseases  of  animals,  or  European  fowl  pest  and  similar  dis¬ 
eases  in  poultry,  and  for  expenses  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  Feb¬ 
ruary  28,  1947,  as  amended,  and  any  unexpended  balances  of  funds 
transferred  under  this  head  in  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year  shall  be 
merged  with  such  transferred  amounts ; 

Special  fund :  To  provide  for  additional  labor,  subprofessional  and 
junior  scientific  help  to  be  employed  under  contracts  and  cooperative 
agreements  to  strengthen  the  work  at  research  installations  in  the 
field,  not  more  than  $2,000,000  of  the  amount  appropriated  under  this 
head  for  the  previous  fiscal  year  may  be  used  by  the  Administrator 
of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  in  departmental  research  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  so  used  to  be  transferred 
to  and  merged  with  the  appropriation  otherwise  available  under 
“Salaries  and  expenses,  Research”. 


68  Stat.  456; 
73  Stat.  6O65 
79  Stat.  432. 
72  Stat.  275. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  (SPECIAL  FOREIGN  CURRENCY  PROGRAM) 

For  payments,  in  foreign  currencies  owed  to  or  owned  by  the  United 
States  for  market  development  research  authorized  by  section  104(a) 
and  for  agricultural  and  forestry  research  and  other  functions  related 
thereto  authorized  by  section  104  (k)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Dev 
opment.  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1704(> 

( k) ) ,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  $4,500,000:  Provided ,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  in  addition  to  other  appropria¬ 
tions  for  these  purposes,  for  payments  in  the  foregoing  currencies: 
Provided  further ,  That  funds  appropriated  herein  shall  be  used  for 
payments  in  such  foreign  currencies  as  the  Department  determines  are 
needed  and  can  be  used  most  effectively  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  paragraph :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  $25,000  of  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  payments  in  foreign  currencies  for 
expenses  of  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  as  amended  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 
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80  STAT.  691 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 


PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

For  payments  to  agricultural  experiment  stations,  for  grants  for  co¬ 
operative  forestry  and  other  research,  for  facilities,  and  for  other 
expenses,  including  $51,113,000,  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of 
the  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  as  amended  by  the  Act  ap¬ 
proved  August  11, 1955  (7  U.S.C.  361a-361i) ,  including  administration 
by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture ;  $3,000,000  for  grants 
for  cooperative  forestry  research  under  the  Act  approved  October  10, 
1962  (16  U.S.C.  582a — 582a-7)  ;  $2,000,000  in  addition  to  funds  other¬ 
wise  available  for  contracts  and  grants  for  scientific  research  under 
the  Act  of  August  4,  19*65  (79  Stat.  431) ;  $2,000,000  for  grants  for 
facilities  under  the  Act  approved  July  22, 1963  (77  Stat.  90) ;  $310,000 
for  penalty  mail  costs  of  agricultural  experiment  stations  under  sec¬ 
tion  6  of  the  Hatch  Act  of  1887,  as  amended ;  and  $317,000  for  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  of  the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service,  including 
administration  of  payments  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations, 
\inds  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
.06(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (  5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed 
$50,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.S.C.  55a) ;  in  all,  $58,740,000. 

Extension  Service 


COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  WORK,  PAYMENTS  AND  EXPENSES 

Payments  to  States  and  Puerto  Rico :  For  payments  for  cooperative 
agricultural  extension  work  under  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended 
by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the  Act  of  August  11,  1955,  and  the  Act 
of  October  5, 1962  (7  U.S.C.  341-349),  to  be  distributed  under  sections 
3(b)  and  3(c)  of  the  Act,  $77,347,500;  and  payments  and  contracts 
for  such  work  under  section  204(b) -205  of  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1623-1624) ,  $1,570,000 ;  in  all,  $78,917,500: 
Provided ,  That  funds  hereby  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3(c) 
of  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  shall  not  be  paid  to  any  State  or  Puerto 
variability  of  an  equal  sum  from  non-Federal  sources 
during  the  current  fiscal  year. 

md  Employees’  Compensation  costs  for  extension 
agents:  For  cost  of  employer’s  share  of  Federal  retirement  and  for 
■eimbursement  for  benefits  paid  from  the  Employees’  Compensation 
Alnd  for  cooperative  extension  employees,  $8,139,500. 

Penalty  mail:  For  costs  of  penalty  mail  for  cooperative  extension 
agents  and  State  extension  directors,  $3,113,000. 

Federal  Extension  Service:  For  administration  of  the  Smith-Lever 
Act,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  26,  1953,  the  Act  of  August  11, 
1955,  and  the  Act  of  October  5,  1962  (7  U.S.C.  341-349),  and  exten¬ 
sion  aspects  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1621-1627),  and  to  coordinate  and  provide  program  leadership  for 
the  extension  work  of  the  Department  and  the  several  States  and 
insular  possessions,  $2,654,000. 

Farmer  Cooperative  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Act  of  July  2,  1926  (7 
U.S.C.  451^457) ,  and  for  conducting  research  relating  to  the  economic 
and  marketing  aspects  of  farmer  cooperatives,  as  authorized  by  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  $1,175,000. 
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Soil  Conservation  Service 


conservation  operations 

For  necessary  expenses  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
49  stat.  163.  of  April  27, 1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-590f) ,  including  preparation  of  con¬ 
servation  plans  and  establishment  of  measures  to  conserve  soil  and 
water  (including  farm  irrigation  and  land  drainage  and  such  special 
measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  floods  and  the  siltation  of 
reservoirs);  operation  of  conservation  nurseries;  classification  and 
mapping  of  soil ;  dissemination  of  information ;  purchase  and  erection 
or  alteration  of  permanent  buildings;  and  operation  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft,  $109,235,000:  Provided ,  That  the  cost  of  any  permanent 
building  purchased,  erected,  or  as  improved,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of 
constructing  a  water  supply  or  sanitary  system  and  connecting  the 
same  to  any  such  building  and  with  the  exception  of  buildings  acquired 
in  conjunction  with  land  being  purchased  for  other  purposes,  shall  not 
exceed  $2,500,  except  for  one  building  to  be  constructed  at  a  cost  not  to 
exceed  $25,000  and  eight  buildings  to  be  constructed  or  improved  at  a 
cost  not  to  exceed  $15,000  per  building  and  except  that  alterations  (f 
improvements  to  other  existing  permanent  buildings  costing  $2,500  o'k*-P 
more  may  be  made  in  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500 
per  building:  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  any  such  building  on  land 
not  owned  by  the  Government :  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  this 
appropriation  may  be  expended  for  soil  and  water  conservation  opera¬ 
tions  under  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  ( 16  U.S.C.  590a-590f )  in  demon¬ 
stration  projects :  Provided  further ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  sec- 
58  stat.  742.  tion  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $5,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of 
60  stat.  810.  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  further ,  That 
qualified  local  engineers  may  be  temporarily  employed  at  per  diem 
rates  to  perform  the  technical  planning  work  of  the  service. 


watershed  planning 


68  Stat.  666. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


49  Stat.  163. 


For  necessary  expenses  for  small  watershed  investigations  and  plan- 
ningj  in  accordance  with  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  to  remain  available 
until  expended,  $6,142,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head :  Provide 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pui 
suant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for 
employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a). 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

For  necessary  expenses  to  conduct  river  basin  surveys  and  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  research,  and  to  carry  out  preventive  measures,  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  engineering  operations,  methods  of  cultivation,  the 
growing  of  vegetation,  and  changes  in  use  of  land,  in  accordance  with 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved 
August  4,  1954,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  1001-1008),  and  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Act  of  April  27, 1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f) ,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  $70,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  un¬ 
expended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to 
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the  Department  for  watershed  protection  purposes:  Provided ,  That 

this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant 

to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944 

(5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000  shall  be  available  for  em-  58  stat.  742. 

ployment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 

55a)  :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  $5,000,000,  together  with  60  stat.  8io. 
the  unobligated  balance  of  funds  previously  appropriated  for  loans 
and  related  expense,  shall  be  available  for  such  purposes. 


FLOOD  PREVENTION 

For  necessary  expenses,  in  accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Act, 
approved  June  22,  1936  (33  U.S.C.  701-709,  16  U.S.C.  1006a),  as  49  stat.  1570; 
amended  and  supplemented,  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  70  stat.  1090. 
laws  relating  to  the  activities  of  the  Department,  to  perform  works 
of  improvement,  including  funds  for  field  employment  pursuant  to 
the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5 
U.S.C.  574) ,  and  not  to  exceed  $-100,000  for  employment  under  section 
'^5  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  to  remain  available 
mil  expended;  $25,654,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged  the  unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  or  transferred  to 
the  Department  for  flood  prevention  purposes :  Provided ,  That  not  to 
exceed  $200,000,  together  with  the  unobligated  balance  of  funds  pre¬ 
viously  appropriated  for  loans  and  related  expense,  shall  be  available 
for  such  purposes. 

GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  program  of  conserva¬ 
tion  in  the  Great  Plains  area,  pursuant  to  section  16(b)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  added  by  the  Act  of 
August  7, 1956  (16  U.S.C.  590p),  $18,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  70  stat.  ins. 
expended. 


RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

For  necessary  expenses  in  planning  and  carrying  out  projects  for 
resource  conservation  and  development,  and  for  sound  land  use,  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1011;  76  Stat.  607), 

Mid  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  April  27,  1935  (16  U.S.C.  590a-f),  49  stat.  163. 

574, 000,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  not  to 
exceed  $500,000  of  such  amount  shall  be  available  for  loans  and  related 
expenses  under  subtitle  A  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended :  Provided  further ,  That  this  appro-  75  stat.  307. 
priation  shall  be  available  for  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  1  use  1922- 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  1929. 
and  not  to  exceed  $50,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

Economic  Research  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Economic  Research  Service  in  con¬ 
ducting  economic  research  and  service  relating  to  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion,  marketing,  and  distribution,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627),  and  other  laws,  includ-  60  stat.  1087. 
ing  economics  of  marketing;  analyses  relating  to  farm  prices,  income 
and  population,  and  demand  for  farm  products,  use  of  resources  in 
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58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


60  Stat.  1087. 


52  Stat.  36 
60  Stat.  1088. 
7  USC  1622. 

60  Stat.  1089, 


agriculture,  adjustments,  costs  and  returns  in  farming,  and  farm 
finance;  and  for  analyses  of  supply  and  demand  for  farm  products 
in  foreign  countries  and  their  effect  on  prospects  for  United  States 
exports,  progress  in  economic  development  and  its  relation  to  sales 
of  farm  products,  assembly  and  analysis  of  agricultural  trade  statistics 
and  analysis  of  international  financial  and  monetary  programs  and 
policies  as  they  affect  the  competitive  position  of  United  States  farm 
products;  $12,132,000:  Provided ,  That  not  less  than  $350,000  of  the 
funds  contained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  continue 
to  gather  statistics  and  conduct  a  special  study  on  the  price  spread  be¬ 
tween  the  farmer  and  consumer :  Provided  further ,  That  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  70.6(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574), 
and  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a)  :  Provided  fur¬ 
ther, ,  That  not  less  than  $145,000  of  the  funds  contained  in  this  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  available  for  analysis  of  statistics  and  related  facts 
on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information  on  methods 
used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world  trade  or" 
a  competitive  basis. 


Statistical  Reporting  Service 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Statistical  Reporting  Service  in  con¬ 
ducting  statistical  reporting  and  service  work,  including  crop  and 
livestock  estimates,  statistical  coordination  and  improvements,  and 
marketing  surveys,  as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946  (7  U.S.C.  1621-1627)  and  other  laws,  $13,511,750:  Provided , 
That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  shall  be  available  for 
any  expense  incident  to  publishing  estimates  of  apple  production 
for  other  than  the  commercial  crop :  Provided  further ,  That  this  ap¬ 
propriation  shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574), 
and  not  to  exceed  $40,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 


CONSUMER  PROTECTIVE,  MARKETING,  AND  REGULATORY  PROGRAMS 


For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  on  services  related  to  consumer  pn 
tection,  agricultural  marketing  and  distribution,  and  regulatory  pro¬ 
grams,  other  than  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law, 
and  for  administration  and  coordination  of  payments  to  States;  in¬ 
cluding  field  employment  pursuant  to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic 
Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $25,000  for  employment 
under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  section  201(a)  to  201(d),  inclusive,  of  title  II  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (7  U.S.C.  1291)  and  section  203(j)  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946 ;  $83,881,000. 


o> 


PAYMENTS  TO  STATES  AND  POSSESSIONS 

For  payments  to  departments  of  agriculture,  bureaus  and  depart¬ 
ments  of  markets,  and  similar  agencies  for  marketing  activities  under 
section  204(b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.S.C. 
1623(b)),  $1,750,000. 
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SPECIAL  MILK  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  Special  Milk  Program,  as 
authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  8,  1961  (7  U.S.C.  1446,  note), 
$51,000,000,  and  in  addition  $53,000,000  shall  be  transferred  from 
funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7 
U.S.C.  612c),  and  merged  with  this  appropriation. 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1760) ,  $165, 855, 000,  in¬ 
cluding  $2,000,000  for  special  assistance  to  needy  schools,  as  authorized 
by  law :  Provided ,  That  no  part  of  this  appropriation  shall  be  used  for 
nonfood  assistance  under  section  5  of  said  Act :  Provided  further ,  That 
$45,000,000  shall  be.  transferred  to  this  appropriation  from  funds 
available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (7  U.S.C. 
612c),  for  purchase  and  distribution  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods  pursuant  to  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 


0 


FOOD  STAMP  PROGRAM 


For  necessary  expenses  of  the  food  stamp  program  pursuant  to  the 
Food  Stamp  Act.  of  1964,  $110,000,000,  and  in  addition  $30,000,000 
appropriated  under  this  head  in  Public  Law  89-316,  approved  No¬ 
vember  2,  1965,  shall  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appro¬ 
priation. 


REMOVAL  OF  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES  (SECTION  32  ) 

No  funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935 
(7  U.S.C.  612c)  shall  be  used  for  any  purpose  other  than  commodity 
program  expenses  as  authorized  therein,  and  other  related  operating 
expenses,  except  for  (1)  transfers  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
as  authorized  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  (2) 
transfers  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  and  (3)  not  more  than 
$2,924,000  for  formulation  and  administration  of  marketing  agree¬ 
ments  and  orders  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement 
Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961. 


Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary  expenses  for  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  in¬ 
cluding  carrying  out  title  VI  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  (7  U.S.C. 
1761-1768),  market  development  activities  abroad,  and  for  enabling 
the  Secretary  to  coordinate  and  integrate  activities  of  the  Department 
in  connection  with  foreign  agricultural  work,  including  not  to  exceed 
$35,000  for  representation  allowances  and  for  expenses  pursuant  to 
section  8  of  the  Act  approved  August  3,  1956  (7  U.S.C.  1766), 
$21,218,500 :  Provided ,  That  not  less  than  $255,000  of  the  funds  con¬ 
tained  in  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  to  obtain  statistics  and 
related  facts  on  foreign  production  and  full  and  complete  information 
on  methods  used  by  other  countries  to  move  farm  commodities  in  world 
trade  on  a  competitive  basis :  Provided  further ,  That,  in  addition,  not 
to  exceed  $3,117,000  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  section  32  of  the 
Act  of  August  24,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  612c),  shall  be  merged 
with  this  appropriation  and  shall  be  available  for  all  expenses  of  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 
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75  Stat.  319. 


49  Stat.  774. 


60  Stat.  230} 
76  Stat.  944. 
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Commodity  Exchange  Authority 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
42  stat.  998?  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  l-17a),  $1,398,000. 
49  Stat.  1491. 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 


EXPENSES,  AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


52  Stat.  38. 

61  Stat.  922} 
79  Stat.  1271. 

49  Stat.  1148} 

50  Stat.  525. 
70  Stat.  191} 
73  Stat.  552. 


62  Stat.  792. 


52  Stat.  31. 
16  USC  5 9 Oh. 


For  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Agricultural  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  Conservation  Service,  including  expenses  to  formulate  and 
carry  out  programs  authorized  by  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301-1393) ;  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161) ;  sections  7  to  15,  16(a),  16 
(d),  16(e),  16(f),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  590g-590q;  7  U.S.C.  1010-1011); 
subtitles  B  and  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7  U.S.C.  1831-1837,  1802- 
1814,  and  1816)  ;  and  laws  pertaining  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor'*' 
poration,  $128,558,000 :  Provided ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  exceed  $7.\  ___ 
803,600  may  be  transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation 
from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  fund  (including  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $30,008,000  under  the  limitation  on  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  administrative  expenses)  :  Provided  further ,  That  other  funds 
made  available  to  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service  for  authorized  activities  may  be  advanced  to  and  merged  with 
this  appropriation :  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  or  made  available  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  (1)  to  in¬ 
fluence  the  vote  in  any  referendum;  (2)  to  influence  agricultural  leg¬ 
islation,  except  as  permitted  in  18  U.S.C.  1913;  or  (3)  for  salaries  or 
other  expenses  of  members  of  county  and  community  committees  es¬ 
tablished  pursuant  to  section  8(b)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  for  engaging  in  any  activities  other 
than  advisory  and  supervisory  duties  and  delegated  program  functions 
prescribed  in  administrative  regulations. 


SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAM 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the 
Sugar  Act.  of  1948  (7  U.S.C.  1101-1161),  $80,000,000,  to  remain  avail 
able  until  June  30  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal  year. 


AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 


O' 


For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  the  program  authorized 
in  sections  7  to  15, 16(a),  and  17  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  approved  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
590g-590(o),  590p(a),  and  590q),  including  not  to  exceed  $6,000  for 
the  preparation  and  display  of  exhibits,  including  such  displays  at 
State,  interstate,  and  international  fairs  within  the  United  States, 
$220,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  December  31  of  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  fiscal  year  for  compliance  with  the  programs  of  soil-building 
and  soil-  and  water-conserving  practices  authorized  under  this  head 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Related  Agencies  Appropria- 

78  Stat.  869}  tion  Acts,  1965  and  1966,  carried  out  during  the  period  July  1,  1964, 

79  stat.  1172.  to  December  31,  1966,  inclusive:  Provided ,  That  none  of  the  funds 

herein  appropriated  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salaries  or  expenses  of 
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any  regional  information  employees  or  any  State  information  em¬ 
ployees,  but  this  shall  not  preclude  the  answering  of  inquiries  or  sup¬ 
plying  of  information  at  the  county  level  to  individual  farmers :  Pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That  no  portion  of  the  funds  for  the  current  year’s 
program  may  be  utilized  to  provide  financial  or  technical  assistance 
for  drainage  on  wetlands  now  designated  as  Wetland  Types  3  (III), 
4  (IV),  and  5  (V)  in  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  Circular  39,  Wetlands  of  the  United  States,  1956 : 
Provided  further ,  That  necessary  amounts  shall  be  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  in  connection  with  the  formulation  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  1967  program  of  soil-building  and  soil-  and  water- 
conserving  practices,  including  related  wildlife  conserving  practices, 
under  the  Act  of  February  29,  1936,  as  amended  (amounting  to 
$220,000,000,  excluding  administration,  except  that  no  participant 
shall  receive  more  than  $2,500,  except  where  the  participants  from 
two  or  more  farms  or  ranches  join  to  carry  out  approved  practices 
designed  to  conserve  or  improve  the  agricultural  resources  of  the  com¬ 
munity)  :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the 
‘>1  location  for  the  current  year’s  agricultural  conservation  program  for 
)y  county  may,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county  committee  and 
approval  of  the  State  committee,  be  withheld  and  allotted  to  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  for  services  of  its  technicians  in  formulating 
and  carrying  out  the  agricultural  conservation  program  in  the  partic¬ 
ipating  counties,  and  shall  not  be  utilized  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  for  any  purpose  other  than  technical  and  other  assistance  in 
such  counties,  and  in  addition,  on  the  recommendation  of  such  county 
committee  and  approval  of  the  State  committee,  not  to  exceed  1  per 
centum  may  be  made  available  to  any  other  Federal,  State,  or  local 
public  agency  for  the  same  purpose  and  under  the  same  conditions: 
Provided  further ,  That  for  the  current  year’s  program  $2,500,000 
shall  be  available  for  technical  assistance  in  formulating  and  carrying 
out  agricultural  conservation  practices :  Provided  further ,  That  such 
amounts  shall  be  available  for  the  purchase  of  seeds,  fertilizers,  lime, 
trees,  or  any  other  farming  material,  or  any  soil-terracing  services,  and 
making  grants  thereof  to  agricultural  producers  to  aid  them  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  farming  practices  approved  by  the  Secretary  under  programs 
provided  for  herein :  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  any  funds 
available  to  the  Department,  or  any  bureau,  office,  corporation,  or 
other  agency  constituting  a  part  of  such  Department,  shall  be  used  in 
the  current  fiscal  year  for  the  payment  of  salary  or  travel  expenses  of 
ny  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  violating  the  Act  entitled  “An 
ct  to  prevent  pernicious  political  activities”,  approved  August  2, 
1939,  as  amended,  or  who  has  been  found  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  section  1913,  to  have  violated 
or  attempted  to  violate  such  section  which  prohibits  the  use  of  Federal 
appropriations  for  the  payment  of  personal  services  or  other  ex¬ 
penses  designed  to  influence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress  to 
favor  or  oppose  any  legislation  or  appropriation  by  Congress  except 
upon  request  of  any  Member  or  through  the  proper  official  channels. 

APPALACHIAN  REGION  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  to  carry  into 
effect  section  203  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1965,  $3,000,000,  and  in  addition  $1,375,000  appropriated  under  this 
head  in  the  Second  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1965,  shall  be 
transferred  to  and  merged  with  this  appropriation,  to  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 


80  STAT.  697 


49  Stat.  1148. 
16  USC  59 Og- 
590q. 


53  Stat.  1147; 

54  Stat.  767. 

5  USC  118k  note. 
62  Stat.  792. 


79  Stat.  12. 
40  USC  app. 
203. 

79  Stat.  81. 


80  STAT.  698 


76  Stat.  606. 


79  Stat.  1206. 
7  USC  1838. 


70  Stat.  191; 
73  Stat.  552. 


71  Stat.  176. 


60  Stat.  810. 
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CROPLAND  CONVERSION  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  promote  the  conservation  and  economic 
use  of  land  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  16(e)  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  (16  U.S.C.  590h,  590p), 
as  amended,  $7,500,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  into  effect  a  Cropland  Adjustment 
Program  as  authorized  by  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965, 
including  reimbursement  to  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  $50,000,- 
000:  Provided ,  That  agreements  entered  into  during  the  fiscal  year 
1967  shall  not  require  payments  during  the  calendar  year  1967  exceed¬ 
ing  $80,000,000. 


CONSERVATION  RESERVE  PROGRAM 

For  necessary  expenses  to  carry  out  a  conservation  reserve  program 
as  authorized  by  subtitles  B  ana  C  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  (7 
1831-1837,  1802-1814,  and  1816),  and  to  carry  out  liquidation  activVj 
ties  for  the  acreage  reserve  program,  to  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended,  $140,000,000,  with  which  may  be  merged  the  unexpended 
balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  soil  bank  programs: 
Provided ,  That  no  part  of  these  funds  shall  be  paid  on  any  contract 
which  is  illegal  under  the  law  due  to  the  division  of  lands  for  the 
purpose  of  evading  limits  on  annual  payments  to  participants. 

EMERGENCY  CONSERVATION  MEASURES 

For  emergency  conservation  measures,  to  be  used  for  the  same  pur¬ 
poses  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  funds  appropriated  under 
this  head  in  the  Third  Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1957,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended,  $5,000,000,  with  which  shall  be  merged 
the  unexpended  balances  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for  emer¬ 
gency  conservation  measures. 

Rural  Community  Development  Service 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  of  the  Rural- 
Community  Development  Service  in  providing  leadership,  coord  in( 
tion,  liaison,  and  related  services  in  the  rural  areas  development  activu' 
ties  of  the  Department,  $637,000 :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $3,000 
shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of 
August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  includ¬ 
ing  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574)  and  not  to  exceed  $10,000  for 
employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
55a),  $11,254,000. 


58  Stat.  742. 
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For  expenses  necessary  for  administration  of  the  Packers  and  Stock- 
yards  Act,  as  authorized  by  law,  including  field  employment  pursuant 
to  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574) ,  $2,502,000. 


Office  of  the  General  Counsel 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  payment  of  fees  or  dues  for  the 
use  of  law  libraries  by  attorneys  in  the  field  service,  $4,325,000. 

Office  of  Information 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Office  of  Information  for  the  dissemi¬ 
nation  of  agricultural  information  and  the  coordination  of  informa¬ 
tional  work  and  programs  authorized  by  Congress  in  the  Department, 
,851,000,  of  which  total  appropriation  not  to  exceed  $562,000  may 
ue  used  for  farmers’  bulletins,  which  shall  be  adapted  to  the  interests 
of  the  people  of  the  different  sections  of  the  country,  an  equal  propor¬ 
tion  of  four-fifths  of  which  shall  be  available  to  be  delivered  to  or  sent 
out  under  the  addressed  franks  furnished  by  the  Senators,  Representa¬ 
tives,  and  Delegates  in  Congress,  as  they  shall  direct  (7  U.S.C.  417), 
and  not  less  than  two  hundred  and  thirty-two  thousand  two  hundred 
and  fifty  copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  of  part  2  of  the  annual  report  of  the  Secretary  (known  as  the 
Yearbook  of  Agriculture)  as  authorized  by  section  73  of  the  Act  of 
January  12,  1895  (44  U.S.C.  241)  :  Provided ,  That  in  the  preparation 
of  motion  pictures  or  exhibits  by  the  Department,  this  appropriation 
shall  be  available  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of 
section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to 
exceed  $10,000  shall  be  available  for  employment  under  section  15  of 
the  Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) . 

National  Agricultural  Library 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Agricultural  Library, 
y412, 500:  Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for 
employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the 
Organic  Act  of  1944  (5  U.S.C.  574),  and  not  to  exceed  $35,000  shall  be 
available  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a). 

Office  of  Management  Services 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Foe  necessary  expenses  to  enable  the  Office  of  Management  Services 
to  provide  management  support  services  to  selected  agencies  and  offices 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $2,600,000. 


STAT.  699 


42  Stat.  159. 
7  USC  181. 

58  Stat.  742. 


34  Stat.  690. 


28  Stat.  612. 


60  Stat.  810, 


80  STAT.  700 
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General  Administration 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  necessary ,expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  for  general  administration  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
repairs  and  alterations,  and  other  miscellaneous  supplies  and  ex¬ 
penses  not  otherwise  provided  for  and  necessary  for  the  practical  and 
efficient  work  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  $3,959,000 :  Provided , 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  reimbursed  from  applicable  appropri¬ 
ations  for  travel  expenses  incident  to  the  holding  of  hearings  as  re- 
60  stat.  237.  quired  by  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act  (5  U.S.C.  1001)  :  Pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  $2,500  of  this  amount  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  official  reception  and  representation  expenses,  not  otherwise 
provided  for,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

TITLE  II— CREDIT  AGENCIES 


49  Stat.  1363J 
63  Stat.  948. 


Rural  Electrification  Administration 


To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  Rural  Electrification  a; 
of  1936,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  901-924) ,  as  follows : 


c 


LOAN  AUTHORIZATIONS 


For  loans  in  accordance  with  said  Act,  and  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  section  7  thereof,  to  be  borrowed  from  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  3(a)  of  said 
Act,  and  to  remain  available  without  fiscal  year  limitation  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  3(e)  of  said  Act,  as  follows:  Rural  electrification 
program,  $375,000,000,  of  which  $30,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve 
to  be  borrowed  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that 
such  amount  is  required  during  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then 
existing  conditions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the 
rural  electrification  program;  and  rural  telephone  program,  $117,000,- 
000  of  which  $15,000,000  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  borrowed 
under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  to  the  extent  that  such  amount  is 
required  during  the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  condi¬ 
tions  for  the  expeditious  and  orderly  development  of  the  rural  tele¬ 
phone  program. 


58  Stat.  742. 
60  Stat.  810. 


SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  Q 

For  administrative  expenses,  including  not  to  exceed  $500  for  finan¬ 
cial  and  credit  reports,  funds  for  employment  pursuant  to  the  second 
sentence  of  section  706(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1&44  (5  U.S.C.  574), 
and  not  to  exceed  $150,000  for  employment  under  section  15  of  the 
Act  of  August  2, 1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  $12,202,000. 


Farmers  Home  Administration 


DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

Direct  loans  and  advances  under  subtitles  A  and  B,  and  advances 
under  section  335(a)  for  which  funds  are  not  otherwise  available,  of 
the  Consolidated  F armers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C. 

75  stat.  307.  1921),  as  amended,  may  be  made  from  funds  available  in  the  Farmers 

Home  Administration  direct  loan  account  as  follows :  real  estate  loans, 
$90,000,000;  and  operating  loans,  $350,000,000  of  which  $25,000,000 
shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  used  only  to  the  extent  required  during 
the  current  fiscal  year  under  the  then  existing  conditions  for  the  ex¬ 
peditious  and  orderly  conduct  of  the  loan  program. 
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_ 80STAT.  701 


RURAL  WATER  AND  WASTE  DISPOSAL  GRANTS 


For  grants  pursuant  to  sections  306(a)  (2)  and  306(a)  (6)  of  the 
Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  79  Stat.  931. 
$26,000,000.  7  use  1926. 


RURAL  HOUSING  DIRECT  LOAN  ACCOUNT 

For  direct  loans  and  related  advances  pursuant  to  section  518(d) 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (79  Stat.  500),  $15,000,000  shall  be  avail-  42  use  1488. 
able  from  funds  in  the  rural  housing  direct  loan  account. 

RURAL  HOUSING  FOR  DOMESTIC  FARM  LABOR 

For  financial  assistance  to  public  nonprofit  organizations  for  hous¬ 
ing  for  domestic  farm  labor,  pursuant  to  section  516  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  1486) ,  $3,000,000,  to  remain  avail-  78  stat.  797. 
able  until  expended. 

RURAL  RENEWAL 

For  necessary  expenses,  including  administrative  expenses,  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  rural  renewal  activities  under  section  32(e)  of  title  III  of  the 
Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  $1,200,000,  to  remain  76  Stat.  607. 
available  until  expended.  7  use  ion. 


SALARIE8  AND  EXPENSES 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  not 
otherwise  provided  for,  in  administering  the  programs  authorized  by 
the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961  (7  U.S.C. 
1921-1990),  as  amended,  title  V  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (42  U.S.C.  1471-1490),  and  the  Rural  Rehabilitation  Cor¬ 
poration  Trust  Liquidation  Act,  approved  May  3,  1950  (40  U.S.C. 
440-444)  ;  $51,057,000,  together  with  not  more  than  $2,250,000  of  the 
charges  collected  in  connection  with  the  insurance  of  loans  as  author¬ 
ized  by  section  309(e)  of  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  section  514(b)  (3)  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended :  Provided ,  That,  in  addition,  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $500,000  of  the  funds  available  for  the  various  programs  admin¬ 
istered  by  this  agency  may  be  transferred  to  this  appropriation  for 
temporary  field  employment  pursuant  to  the  second  sentence  of  section 
'^(a)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  1944  (  5  U.S.C.  574)  to  meet  unusual 
heavy  workload  increases :  Provided  further ,  That  no  part  of  any 
lunds  in  this  paragraph  may  be  used  to  administer  a  program  which 
makes  rural  housing  grants  pursuant  to  section  504  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

TITLE  III— CORPORATIONS 

The  following  corporations  and  agencies  are  hereby  authorized  to 
make  such  expenditures,  within  the  limits  of  funds  and  borrowing  au¬ 
thority  available  to  each  such  corporation  or  agency  and  in  accord 
with  law,  and  to  make  such  contracts  and  commitments  without  re¬ 
gard  to  fiscal  year  limitations  as  provided  by  section  104  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary 
in  carrying  out  the  programs  set  forth  in  the  budget  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  for  such  corporation  or  agency,  except  as  hereinafter 
provided : 


75  Stat.  307. 

63  Stat.  432J 
79  Stat.  497. 

64  Stat.  98. 


75  Stat.  309; 
79  Stat.  932. 
7  USC  1929. 

75  Stat.  186. 
42  USC  1484. 

58  Stat.  742. 


63  Stat,  434. 
42  USC  1474. 


63  Stat.  584. 
31  USC  849. 


80  STAT.  702 
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75  Stat.  391. 


68  Stat.  455; 
73  Stat.  610. 
7  USC  1691  et 
se^. 


31  USC  665. 


Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 


ADMINISTRATIVE  AND  OPERATING  EXPENSES 

For  administrative  and  operating  expenses,  $8,446,000. 


FEDERAL  CROP  INSURANCE  CORPORATION  FUND 


Not  to  exceed  $4,100,000  of  administrative  and  operating  expenses 
may  be  paid  from  premium  income:  Provided ,  That  in  the  event  the 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  Fund  is  insufficient  to  meet 
indemnity  payments  and  other  charges  against  such  Fund,  not  to 
exceed  $500,000  may  be  borrowed  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  pre¬ 
scribe,  but  repayment  of  such  amount  shall  include  interest  at  a 
rate  not  less  than  the  cost  of  money  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  for  a  comparable  period. 


Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  NET  REALIZED  LOSSES 


To  partially  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  net 
realized  losses  sustained  but  not  previously  reimbursed,  pursuant  to 
the  Act  of  August  17,  1961  (15  U.S.C.  7l3a-ll,  7l3a-12),  $3,555,855,- 
000 :  Provided ,  That  no  funds  appropriated  by  this  Aot  shall  be  used 
to  formulate  or  administer  programs  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  pursuant  to  Titles  I  or  IV  of  Public  Law  480,  83rd  Congress, 
as  amended,  to  any  nation  which  sells  or  furnishes  or  which  permits 
ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  to  transport  to  North  Vietnam  any 
equipment,  materials  or  commodities,  so  long  as  North  Vietnam  is  gov¬ 
erned  by  a  Communist  regime. 


LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  from  carrying  out  any  activity  or  any  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  by  law :  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $34,300?000 
shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  of  the  Corporation: 
Provided  further ,  That  $945,000  of  this  authorization  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  only  to  expand  and  strengthen  the  sales  program  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  authority  contained  in  the  Corporation’s  charter 
Provided  further ,  That  not  less  than  7  per  centum  of  this  authori^_ 
tion  shall  be  placed  in  reserve  to  be  apportioned  pursuant  to  section 
3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  for  use  only  in  such 
amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  become  necessary  to  carry  out 
program  operations:  Provided  further ,  That  all  necessary  expenses 
(including  legal  and  special  services  performed  on  a  contract  or  fee 
basis,  but  not  including  other  personal  services)  in  connection  with 
the  acquisition,  operation,  maintenance,  improvement,  or  disposition 
of  any  real  or  personal  property  belonging  to  the  Corporation  or  in 
which  it  has  an  interest?  including  expenses  of  collections  of  pledged 
collateral,  shall  be  considered  as  nonadministrative  expenses  for  the 
purposes  hereof. 
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For  expenses  during  fiscal  year  1967?  not  otherwise  recoverable,  and 
unrecovered  prior  years’  costs,  including  interest  thereon,  under  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1701-1709, 1721-1724, 1731-1736),  to  iemain  avail-  68  stat.  455; 
able  until  expended,  as  follows:  (1)  Sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com-  73  stat.  610. 
modifies  for  foreign  currencies  pursuant  to  title  I  of  said  Act,  $1,040,- 
000,000;  (2)  commodities  disposed  of  for  emergency  famine  relief  to 
friendly  peoples  pursuant  to  title  II  of  said  Act,  $200,000,000 ;  and  (3) 
long-term  supply  contracts  pursuant  to  title  IV  of  said  Act, 

$377,000,000. 


TITLE  IV— RELATED  AGENCIES 
Farm  Credit  Administration 

LIMITATION  ON  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Not  to  exceed  $3,032,000  (from  assessments  collected  from  farm 
edit  agencies)  shall  be  obligated  during  the  current  fiscal  year  for 
administrative  expenses. 

National  Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber 


expenses 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided,  of  the  National 
Advisory  Commission  on  Food  and  Fiber  established  to  assist  the 
President’s  Committee  on  Food  and  Fiber,  including  services  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  60  stat.  810. 
$475,000. 


TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


Sec.  501.  Within  the  unit  limit  of  cost  fixed  by  law,  appropriations 
and  authorizations  made  for  the  Department  under  this  Act  shall  be 
available  for  the  purchase,  in  addition  to  those  specifically  provided 
for,  of  not  to  exceed  four  hundred  and  thirty-four  passenger  motor 
vehicles  for  replacement  only,  and  for  the  hire  of  such  vehicles. 

Sec.  502.  Provisions  of  law  prohibiting  or  restricting  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  aliens  shall  not  apply  to  employment  under  the  appropriation 
>r  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Sec.  503.  Funds  available  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  shall 
be  available  for  uniforms  or  allowances  therefor  as  authorized  by  the 
Act  of  September  1, 1954,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  2131). 

Sec.  504.  No  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be 
used  for  the  payment  of  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Department 
who,  as  such  officer  or  employee,  or  on  behalf  of  the  Department  or 
any  division,  commission,  or  bureau  thereof,  issues,  or  causes  to  be 
issued,  any  prediction,  oral  or  written,  or  forecast,  except  as  to  damage 
threatened  or  caused  by  insects  and  pests,  with  respect  to  future  prices 
of  cotton  or  the  trend  of  same. 

Sec.  505.  Except  to  provide  materials  required  in  or  incident  to 
research  or  experimental  work  where  no  suitable  domestic  product  is 
available,  no  part  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall  be  ex¬ 
pended  in  the  purchase  of  twine  manufactured  from  commodities  or 
materials  produced  outside  of  the  United  States. 
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Employment  of 
aliens . 
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68  Stat.  1114. 

79  Stat.  1122. 
Cotton  prices, 
prediction. 
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68  Stat.  5745 
72  Stat.  1793. 


Short  title. 


Sec.  506.  Not  less  than  $1,500,000  of  the  appropriations  of  the  De¬ 
partment  for  research  and  service  work  authorized  by  the  Acts  of 
August  14,  1946,  July  28,  1954,  and  September  6,  1958  (7  U.S.C.  427, 
1621-1629;  42  U.S.C.  1891-1893),  shall  be  available  for  contracting 
in  accordance  with  said  Acts. 

Sec.  507.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall 
remain  available  for  obligation  beyond  the  current  fiscal  year  unless 
expressly  so  provided  herein. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Department  of  Agriculture  and  Re¬ 
lated  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1967”. 

Approved  September  7,  1966. 
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